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T     O 

THE      READER. 

A  H  E  following  Obfervations  are  offered 
from  Motives  of  fincere  Regard  for  the 
prefent  and  future  Happlnefs  of  Mankind. 

They  are  defigned  to  remind  you  of 
the  true  Meaning  of  the  Paflages  of  the 
New  Teftament  refpedling  the  Laws  of 
Marriage,  and  to  obviate  the  erroneous 
Interpretations  of  them  lately  publifl:ied  in 
the  Treatife  on  Female  Ruin.  A  Treatife 
which  the  Author  of  thefe  Obfervations 
hath  been  induced  to  confider,  not  from 
any  Apprehenfions  of  the  Influence  of  it 
upon  the  fincere  Chriflian  acquainted  with 
the  Senfe  of  the  facred  Writings, ,  but  from 
a  View  of  the  Illufion,  and  Encouragement 
that  may  refult  from  it  to  the  Uninformed, 
the  Prejudiced,  and  Vicious, 

Perfons 
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Perfons  of  this  Defcriptlon  will  ever  be 
difpofed  to  credit  Suggeftions  that  favour 
their  Condufl:,  and  would  gladly  intrench 
themfelves  under  the  Sandion  and  Autho- 
rity of  a  Preacher  of  the  Gofpel,  in  the 
prefent  Cafe,  however  averfe  they  may  be 
from  attending  to  his  Jnftrudlions  in  other 
Inilances. 

That  the  following  Obfervatlons  may 
conduce  to  the  Promotion  of  the  Purpofes 
for  which  they  are  offered,  is  the  Objedl  of 
the  fincereft  Wiflies  of  your,  &c. 

H.  W. 

London, 
Od.  2,  1780. 
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POLTGAMT 

EVINCED. 

1  H  E  Author  of  Thelyphthora  having  afferted 
that  Polygamy  '  allowed  by  the  Law  of  Mofes, 
is  not  prohibited  by  the  Gofpel/  and  that  it  was 
impofTible  that  our  blefled  Lord,  who  came  not 
to  deftroy  the  Law,  but  to  fulfil  it,  fhould  con- 
demn Polygamy  as  Adultery,  we  fliall  only  con- 
fider  and  obviate  this  Writer's  erroneous  Inter- 
pretations of  the  PafTages  of  the  New  Tefla- 
ment  refpeding  thofe  Points. 

For  if  thefe  Paflao-es  of  the  New  Tefbament 
are  found  to  afford  no  Foundation  for  our  Au- 
thor's Pofitions,  he  mufl  appear  to  have  been 

but 
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but  ere(5llng  a  Caftle  in  the  Air,  and,  after  all 
the  Expence  of  Labour  he  hath  incurred,  his 
mighty  and  elaborate  Superflru(5lure  mud  fall 
to  the  Ground.  Moft  certainly,  nothing  lefs 
than  the  Authority  of  Revelation  can  deter- 
mine on  the  Points  here  treated;  the  facred 
Writings  are  our  only  certain  Rule  of  Faith  and 
Condu6t,  and  to  no  Truths  Ihould  we  more  rea- 
dily fubfcribe  than  to  thefe  aflerted  by  thofe  early 
Writers  of  the  Church,  who,  notwithflanding 
their  Errors  are  acknowledged,  by  one,  who 
was  as  little  partial  to  them  as  our  Author,  to 
have  been  '  the  chief  Ornaments  of  the  Ages  in 
which  they  lived;'  "  that  we  are  not  to  attend 
to  human  AlTertions,  but  to  eftablilh  our 
Queftions  by  the  Scriptures,  which  are  our  mod 
certain,  (^oiWovSr.  yoy^^  utto^si^iCj  or  rather  our  only 
Demonftration  of  the  Truth  of  therti ;  and  that 

S-f07rveur«  'yp(x,(pn<;  :  every  AfTertion  and  Acfciony 
or  every  Thing  that  is  faid  or  done,  ought  to  be 
confirmed  by  the  Evidence  of  the  divinely- 
infpired  Writings." — Cle:ii3};s  Jhx,  Strom,  Bufl 
Ethu. 

Let  us  proceed  to  the  Confideration  of  die 
PafTages  of  the  New  Teftami-nt  erioneoufly  in- 

terpietei 
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terpreted  by  our  Author.  The  Author  of 
Thelyphchora  aflerts  that  our  blefTcd  Lord's 
Difcourfes,  in  the  Beginning  of  the  nineteenth 
Chapter  of  St;  Matthew,  and  of  the  tenth  of 
St;  Mark,  as  well  as  in  other  Parts  of  the  New 
Teftament,  concerning  the  Laws  of  Marriage, 
relate  only  to  Divorce,  yet  muft  we  affirm  that 
they  alfo  condemn  Polygamy  j  and  that  Poly- 
gamy allowed  by  the  Law,  is  therefore  for- 
bidden under  the  Gofpel.  The  Truth  of  thefe 
Pofitions,  muft  evidently  appear  to  all  who 
impartially  review  thofe  Paflages. 

^  The  Pharifees  came  to  our  Lord  tempting 
him,  and  faying  unto  himj  Is  it  lawful  for  a 
Man  to  put  away  his  Wife  for  every  Caufe  ? 
And  he  anfwered,  and  faid  unto  them.  Have 
ye  not  read,  that  he  who  made  them  at  the 
Beginning,  made  them  Male,  and  Female  ?'  As 
though  he  had  faid,  have  ye  not  read,  in  the 
Mofaic  Account  of  the  Creation,  that  God, 
from  the  Beginning  of  it,  when  he  certainly 
conftituted  human  Nature  in  a  Way  moft  con- 
ducive to  your  Happinefs,  in  creating  your  firft 
Parents,  made  them  Male  and  Female,  or  one 
Man,  and  one  Woman,  which  would  neither 
allow  of  Divorce  or  Polygamy  ?  ^  And  faid,  for 

B  this 
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this  Caufe  lliall  a  Man  leave  Father  and  Mother, 
and  fhall  adhere  to  his  Wife^  and  they  two' 
fhall  be  one  Fleihf  wherefore  they  are  na 
longer  two,  but  one  Flelh ;  what  therefore 
God  hath  joined  together,  faith  he,  under  the 
Difpenfation  of  the  Gofpel,  let  not  Man  fepa- 
rate,  or  put  afunder.'  Let  the  Bond  of  Ma- 
trinnony  be  efleemed  fuch  as  nothing  can  dif- 
folve,  except  what  can  make  thenn  ceafe  to  be 
one  Flefli  by  rendering  the  Perfon  of  one,, 
common  to  fome  third  Perfon.  They  arre  not 
to  be  feparated  unlefs  they  have  rendered 
themfelves  one  Flefh  with  fome  other. 

'  They  fay  unto  him,  Why  then  did  Mofes- 
command  to  give  a  Writing  of  Divorcement, 
and  to  difmifs  or  put  her  away  ?  He  faith  unte 
them,  Mofes,  bccaufe  of  the  Hardnefs  of  your 
Hearts,  fuffered  you  to  put  away  your  Wives; 
but  from  the  Beginning  it  was  not  io;  and  I, 
who  appear  to  reduce  this  Inftitution  to  its  ori- 
ginal Perfe6lion,  fay  unto  you,  that,  under  the 
Difpenfation  of  the  Gofpel,  *  Whofoever  fliall 
put  away  his  Wife,  except  it  be  for  Fornication,, 
and  fhall  marry  another,  committeth  Adultery  -, 
and  whofo  marrieth  her  that  is  put  away,  com- 
mitteth Adultery,*    The  fame  Truths  our  Lord 

alfo 
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.alfo  aflerts  in  the  fifth  of  St.  Matthew  and  fix- 
teenth  of  St.  Luke  :  in  the  former,  explaining 
the  Law,  he  faith,  that  ^  whofoever  fhall  put 
away  his  Wife^  faying  for  the  Caufe  of  Forni- 
cation, caufeth  her  to  con:imit  Adultery ;'  and 
whofoever  fhall  marry  her  that  is  divorced, 
commicceth  Adultery  i  in  th^e  latter,  our  Lord, 
afTerting  the  Law  in  its  utmofl  Extent,  and 
Spirituality,  affirms,  that  fuch  unjuft  Difmiffion 
of  a  Wife,  and  marrying  another,  were  Go;itrary 
to  the  original  Defign  of  Marriage  and  Adul- 
tery ;  for,  '  whofoever,  putteth  away  his  Wife 
and  marrieth  another,  faith  he,  committeth 
Adultery :  and  whofoever  marrieth  her  that  is 
put  away  from  herHufband,  committeth  Adul- 
tery/ 

Upon  our  Lord  having  m.ade  fuch  expref^ 
Declaration,  St.  Matthew  relates  that  his  Dif- 
ciples  fay  unto  him,  if  the  Cafe  of  a  Man  befo 
with  his  Wife,  it  is  not  good  to  marry.  But 
he  faid  unto  them,  all  Men  cannot  receive  this 
Saying,  fave  they  to  whom  it  is  given. 

With  this  Relation  of  St.  Matthew,  refpedt- 
ing  the  Points  before  us,  let  us  review  that  o5 
St.   Mark.      The  Pharifees,    faith   this  Evan- 
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gellft,  came  to  our  Lord,  and  aflced  him,  Is  it 
lawful  for  a  man  to  put  away  his  Wife  ?  tempt- 
ing him,  conceiving  that  his  Reply  might  ad- 
minifter  fome  Pretence  for  Cenfure.  And  he 
anfwered  and  faid  unto  them.  What  did  Mofes 
command  you  ?  And  they  faid,  Mofes  fuffered 
to  write  a  Bill  of  Divorcement,  and  to  put  her 
away :  And  Jefus  anfwered,  and  faid  unto 
them,  for  the  Hardnefs  of  your  Heart,  which 
prevented  your  perceiving  and  adhering  to  the 
firft  Inftitution  and  original  Defign  of  Matri- 
mony, he  wrote  you  this  Precept.  But  from 
the  Beginning  of  the  Creation,  God  would 
have  it  otherwife,  for  he  made  them  Male  and 
Female.  For  this  Caufe  fhall  a  Man  leave  hU 
Father  and  Mother,  and  adhere  to  his  Wife ; 
and  they  twain  fhall  be  one  Flefh  j  fo  then  they 
are  no  more  twain,  or  two,  but  one  Flefh : 
What,  therefore,  God  hath  thus  joined  to- 
gether, let  no  Man,  under  the  Difpenfation  of 
the  Gofpel,  pretend  to  put  afunder.  And, 
when  in  the  Houfe,  his  Difciples  afked  him 
again  of  the  fame  Matter :  And  he  faith  to 
them,  that  according  to  the  original  Defign 
of  Marriage,  *  Whofoever  fliall  put  away  his 
Wife,  and  marry  another,  committeth  Adultery 
againft  her,*  fliC,  by  the  primitive  Inflitution 


(     13     ) 

of  the  conjugal  Union  being  ftill  his  Wife,  and 
having  the  fole  Right  to  his  Perfon  ;  '  And  if 
a.  Wonnan  fhall  put  away  her  Hufband,  and  be 
marripd  to  another,  fhe  committeth  Adultery." 

From  the  preceding  PafTages  nothing  can  be 
more  evident  to  an  innpartial  Reader,  than  that 
our  blefled  Lord  was  fpeaking  of  the  primitive 
Inftitution  of  Marriage;  that  he  would  have  his 
Difciples  ad  according  to  the  original  Defign 
of  it ;  that  he  hath  reduced  the  Law  of  Mar- 
riage to  that  primitive  Inititution  which  would 
not  admit  of  Divorce  or  Polygamy;  that  Man 
and  Wife  are  by  perfon al  Union  one  Flefh,  and 
cannot  be  feparated  except  for  perfonal  Inter- 
courfe  with  fome  other;  that  whofoever  fliall 
put  away  his  Wife  and  marry  another,  except 
for  Fornication,  committeth  Adultery  againfc 
her ;  and  if  a  W^oman  fhall  put  away  her  Huf- 
band,  and  be  married  to  another,  flie  commit- 
teth Adultery,  the  Hufband  and  Wife  having 
by  the  original  Inflitution  of  Marriage  the  fole 
Right  to  each  other's  Perfon  :  that  not  only  the 
Hufband  hath  the  fole  Right  to  the  Perfon  of 
his  Wife,  but  that  fhe  alfo  hath  the  fole  Right 
to  the  Perfon  of  her  Hufband  :  according  to  St. 
Paul's  exprefs  Commands,    where   he  faith  to 

avoid 


(     14     ) 

avoid  Fornieation,  let  every  Man  have  his  own 
Wife,  and  every  Woman  her  own  Hufband. — 
'<  Let  the  Hufband  render  unto  the  Wife  due 
Benevolence,  and  likewife  the  Wife  unto  the 
Hufband.  The  Wife  hath  not  Power  over  her 
own  Body,  but  the  Hufband;  and  likewife  the 
Hufband  hath  not  Power  over  his  own  Body, 
but  the  Wife  :"  their  Engagements  being  reci- 
procal, they  are  in  Confcience  obliged  to  con- 
tinue appropriate  to  each  other. 

With  refpea  to  the  Remark  of  the  Author  of 
Thelyphthora,  upon  the  Difference  of  Expreffion 
in  the  original  Words,  ra.T«  ywo^^y^oc  and  tov  a^o-j 
avS^oc,  which  might  be  rendered,  Let  every  Man 
have  his  own  Wife,  and  every  Woman  her  own 
proper  Hulband.—The  Difference  may  as  well 
denote  fuch  an  Appropriation  of  the  Hufband  to 
the  Wife,  that  he  have  no  perfonal  Intercourfe 
with  any  other  Woman,  as  that  fhe  fhould  not 
have  perfonal  Intercourfe  with  any  other  Man  ; 
and  nothing  can  be  more  evident  than  the  Un^ 
lawfulnefs  of  Polygamy  from  thefe  Pafifages  of 
St.  Paul.     For,  if  the  Hufband  hath  not  Power 
over  his  own  Body,  but  the  Wife,  he,  certainly, 
cannot  transfer  that  Power  by  marrying  another. 
We  may  aifo  here  add,  that  however  the  Au- 
thor 
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ihor  of  Thelyphthora  may  conceive  that  Do6tor 
Whitby's  Prejudices  have  warred  againft  his 
Judgment,  in  his  Note  upon  the  loth  Chapter 
of  St.  Mark's  Gofpel,  and  that  he  hath  there 
found  out  '^  a  plain  Argument  againft  Things 
not  mentioned  or  even  hinted  at  in  the  Text/' 
we  muft  beg  Leave  to  obferve^  that  that  learned 
Commentator  by  no  Means  appears  to  have 
erred  refpedling  the  Intention  and  Meaning  of 
our  Lord  in  that  Chapter,  and  that  really  Judg- 
ment, and  not  Prejudice^  didlated  the  Com- 
ment. 

That  learned  Writer,  in  the  Words  imme- 
diately preceding,  and  which  are  a  Part  of  the 
Note  that  the  Author  of  Thelyphthora  hath 
quoted,  faith,  that  from  our  Lord's  Declara- 
tion, that  he  who  putteth  away  his  Wife  and 
marrieth  another,  committeth  A.dultery  againft 
her,  it  clearly  follows,  ^that  he  who  not  having 
put  her  away  marries  another,  muft  be  guilty  of 
the  fame  Crime,  feeing  he  muft  have  the  fame 
Power  to  marry  another  when  the  firft  is  put 
away,  as  when  fhe  is  not  put  away/  And  then 
follows  the  reft  of  the  Note.  What  can  more 
clearly  refer  to  not  only  the  Unlawfulnefs  of 
Divorce,  but  alfo  of  Polygamy,  and  more  evi- 
4  dently 
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deiltly  condemn  Polygamy  as  Adultery,  thaii 
fuch  an  exprefs  Declaration,  that  whofoever 
difmifTeth  his  Wife  and  marrieth  another,  com- 
mitteth  Adultery  againft  her  ? — And  what  can 
be  more  evident  from  the  preceding  Relations 
of  the  Evangelifls,  and  Declarations  of  the 
Apoftle,  than  the  Obligations  of  Hufband  and 
Wife  to  continue  entirely  appropriate  to  each 
Other,  and  that  our  bleffed  Lord  in  his  Reply  to 
tlie  Pharifees,  referred  to  the  original  Defign  of 
the  conjugal  Union,  and  hath  reduced  the 
Laws  of  it  to  the  primitive  Inftitution  of  Ma- 
trimony ? 

With  refpedl  to  the  Beginning  of  the  firft 
Chapter  of  Deuteronomy,  be  it  tranflated  im- 
peratively, or  as  our  Author  defires,  hypothe- 
tically,  yet,  have  we  our  Saviour's  Authority  to 
afTert  that,  "  for  the  Hardnefs  of  their  Hearts 
Mofes  wrote  them  the  Precept  concerning  Di- 
vorce, and  lufFered  them  to  difmifs  their  Wives,- 
but  from  the  Beginning  it  was  not  fo." 

Mofes,  not  as  a  Politician,  as  our  Author 
would  fuggeft,  but  as  a  Lawgiver,  as  God's 
Miniller  permitted  Divorce.     This  was  a  divine 

Permifliony 
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PermilTion,  and  therefore  the  Deity  difpenfed 
with  his  own  Inflitution. 

The  Jev/s  were  permitted  to  difmifs  their 
Wives,  for  fome  Matter  of  Uncleannefs.  This 
Caufe  of  Divorce  was  certainly  fomething  lefs 
than  Fornication^  becaufe  our  Lord  condemns 
it  as  an  tJnjuft  Caufe  of  DifmifTion,  and  yet  per- 
mits Divorce  in  cafe  of  Fornication.     PerhaDS 

i. 

this  Caufe  was  neither  what  the  Schools  of  Hil- 
lel  nor  Shammai  adopted  •,  and  as  our  Lord  al  - 
lows  Divorce  in  cafe  of  Adultery,  and  Adul- 
tery was  punillied  with  Death,  the  Caufe  of 
Divorce  permitted  under  the  Old  Teilament, 
mud  have  been  fomething  between  their  Inter- 
pretations. Be  it  however  what  it  may,  it  was 
permitted^  and  Chrifl  only  faith  that  under  the 
Difpenfation  of  theGofpel  it  fhould  not  obtain, 
but  that  Chriftians  mufl  aft  according;  to  his 
Law  refpefting  it,  who  hath  reduced  Matrimony 
to  its  primitive  Inflitution; 

With  relation  to  the  Old  Teflament,  our 
Lord  here  hath  certainly  prefcribed  a  new  Law, 
which  had  not  before  obtained  among  the  Jews. 
Divorces  under  the  Old  Teflament  Vvcre  per- 
mitted for  lefs  Caufes  than  Fornication;  but 

C  our 
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our  Saviour  under  the  Gofpel  will  not  permit 
them,  except  in  that  Cafe.  The  Anfwer  of 
Chrifl  to  the  Pharifees  rerpe61:ing  Divorce  was, 
as  our  Author  allows,  '  grounded  on  the  old 
Marriage  Inftitutionj'  and  this,  with  relatioa 
to  the  Law,  is  certainly  a  ?/^i£;  Djfpeafation. 

Our  Author,  endeavouring  to  evade  the 
Force  of  the  twent) -eighth  Verfe  of  the  fifth 
Chapter  of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel,  affirms,  that 
the  Word  Woman  in  the  Original  mud  mear* 
fuch  a  Woman  as  Adultery  could  be  committed 
with,  fuppofing  the  Thought  brought  forth 
into  A6t,  p.  124.  Let  us  review  this  Paffage, 
'  Whofoever  looketh  upon  a  Woman  to  lufl  after 
her,  hath  already  committed  Adultery  with  her 
in  his  Heart/  The  evident  Meaning  of  thefe 
Words  is,  that  whofoever  fhall  gaze  on  aWo- 
man  to  lufl:  after  her,  and  infl:ead  of  reje(fling, 
indulge  tliQ  fecret  Workings  of  Defire,  or  pur-, 
pofe  alfo  to  gratify  it,  hath  already  committed 
Adultery  with  her  in  his  Heart,  he  only  having 
ffcaped  for  want  of  Opportunity  to  accomplifli 
his  irregular  Defire..  It  is  well  -known  that  the 
Word  here  tranflated  '  looketh  on,'  means  to 
gaze  on,  or  fix  the  Eye  with  the  utmcft:  Atten- 
Bion  upon  :  nor  can  any  Thing  be.  more  evident 

th.'ifi 
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t^an  that  the  original  Word  that  Is  here  tran- 
dated  *  a  Woman/  is,  like  Hti^^N  a  general 
Term,  that  diflinguifheth  a  Woman  from  a 
Man.  Yet  the  Author  of  Thelyphthora  would 
hav-e  us  think,  that  the  Word  W^oman  here  muft 
certainly  mean  a  Woman  who  is  either  efpouled 
or  hath  cohabited  with  her  JIufband,  (p.  124)  ; 
as  if  Adultery  could  be  committed  with  no 
other :  and  the  Reafon  he  gives  for  fuch  Inter* 
pretation,  and  his  Inference  from  it,  feem  wor-^ 
thy  the  Attention  of  all  Polygamifts,  that  they 
may  perceive  not  only  by  what  found  Criticifm, 
but  alfo  by  what  powerful  Evidence  of  Reafon 
and  Revelation  their  Caufe  can  be  fupported. 

Our  Author,  aware  that  if  he  cannot  limlf 
the  Word  Woman  in  this  Paflage  to  an  efpoufed 
or  married  Woman,  the  marrying  two  or  three, 
or  indeed  more  than  one  Virgin  or  Widow  at 
onccj  mud  be  here  condemned  as  Adultery, 
hath  very  confiftently  with  his  Attempts  upon 
orher  PafTages,  hereafter  to  be  confidered,  en- 
deavoured to  perfuade  us,  that  the  original 
Word  here  tranflated  Woman,  ^'  cannot  mean 
a  Woman  as  generally  diftinguiilied  from  a 
Man;  for,  faith  he,  if  it  be  finful  to  look  with 
pefire  on  any  Woman  whatjoever^  then  it  v»^ould 
Q  %  b€ 
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be  finful  for  a  Man  to  defire  his  own  Wife  to 
whom  he  is  lawfully  married,  or  a  Virgin  to 
whom  he  is  contra6ledi  and  this,  faith  our  Au- 
thor, (who  is  particularly  fond  of  running  out 
into  Confequences,  and  entertaining  and  well- 
known  Anecdotes  and  Fables),  would  lead  us 
into  all  the  Abfurdities  of  the  ancient  Mifoga- 
mifts,  who  held  Marriage  to  be  finful.  In  this 
Place,  therefore,  proceeds  he,  it  certainly 
means  a  Woman  confidered  as  related  to  a  Man, 
and  that  whether  efpoufed,  or  that  hath  coha- 
bited with  her  Hufband,  for  with  no  other  can 
A^dultery  be  committed.  For  want  of  fuch 
Diflindlion,  fome  Commentators,  adds  he,  by 
letting  loofe  their  own  Imaginations,  have  filled 
many  of  their  Readers  with  Matter  of  fore 
Diftrefs  and  Bondage  of  Confcience,  as  if  the 
Defire  after  any  Female  whatfoevcr  came  within 
what  they  call  the  fpiritual  Import  of  the  Se- 
venth Commandment."  P.  121.  But  our  Au- 
thor, in  endeavouring  to  releafe  us  from  thefe 
Matters  of /(?;v  Diflrefs  and  Bondage  of  Con- 
fcience, with  which,  for  want  of  his  recondite 
Diftinflion,  fome,  I  would  fay  the  Bulk  of  the 
mod  judicious  and  learned  Commentators,  '  have 
filled  us,'  unhappily  hath  really  let  loofe  his 
pzi'fi  Imagination,  and  made  a  Didindlion  where 
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m  Difference  fulirifts,  and  haih  proceeded  fo  far 
as  to  advance  a  Pofition  that  hath  no  Founda- 
tion in  the  New  Te (lament,  even  at  the  Ex- 
pence  of  impeaching  the  Truth  of  his  own  pre- 
ceding AfTertions. 

Our  Author  here  c^prefsly  contradi(5ls  him- 
felf.  For,  in  p.  42,  he  afiferts,  "  that  there  are 
no  fpecific  Names  for  married  Perfons  in  the 
Old  or  New  Teflament,  but  only  Words  for  a 
Man  and  Woman,  that  fignify  Perfons  of  the 
male  and  female  Sex  in  general ;  but  when 
coupled  with  Pronouns  poflefTive,  as  0  avr,^  a-ov^ 
thy  Man,  and  n  ywn  auT«,  his  Woman,  they 
denote  the  marriage  Pv.elatlon/' 

Such  being  our  Author's  ConcelTion,  let  us 
review    the    Orip-Inal    of    this   Paffao-e    of    St. 

O  D 

Matthew,  and  fee  whether  any  Pronoun  pof- 
feflive  is  coupled  in  it  with  the  original  Word 
for  a  Woman,  or  it  means  according  to  his 
Rule,  only  a  Woman,  or  Female  in  general. 

The  original  Words  need  only  be  read  to 
fettle  this  Point,  and  are  thefe,   Eyoo  Je  Xsyu)  ^im-j 
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The  Words  here  bc'ng  o\^xvrrm  ywcu-Acc  with- 
out any  Pronoun  poiTelTive  coupled  with  'yv'jxv<06^ 
or  a  Woman,  according  to  our  Author's  own 
Rule,  muft  mean  any  Woman  in  general,  be 
flie  Virgin,  Widow  or  Wife.  Such  are  the  ex^ 
traordinary  Cbfervations  and  Dedudlio.QS  of  our 
Author  refpeding  this  PafTage  of  Scripture;  in 
farther  Reply  to  which,  we  mufl  therefore  re- 
mind him,  that  it  mofl  evidently  condemns  the 
perfonal  Intercourfe  of  a  married  Man  with  any 
unmarried  Woman ;  that  it  rnoft  certainly 
proves  that  the  Defire  after  any  Female  in  ge- 
neral, except  his  own  Wife,  comes  within  what 
is  called  the  fpiritual  Import  of  the  fevcnth 
Commandment,  that  it  condemns  all  Poly- 
gamy as  Adultery,  and  therefore  evinceth  the 
Error  of  our  Author's  Aflertion,  that  Adultery 
cannot  be  committed  with  any  but  an  cfpoufed 
or  married  vVoman.  Adultery  certainly  cannot 
be  committed  in  the  Inftance  mentioned  by  the 
Author  of  Thelyphthor4 ;  though  it  hath  been 
fup;ge{led,  that  a  Cafe  might  occur  in  which  a 
Man  could  be  guilty  of  a  Breach  of  the  fcventh 
Commandment,  with  his  own  Wife.  But  v/c 
(hall  decline  the  Confidcration  of  fuch  Inftance, 
aiid  all  vlfionary  Refinements  refpe(5i:ing  it, 
Ror  particukrly  take  Notice  of  ^his  Writer's  ex^ 
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traoidinary  Suggeflion,  that  "  the  Word  Wa- 
man,  here,  mufl  fignify  a  married  Woman,  or 
clfe  a  Man  who  looks  with  Defire  on  his  Wife, 
mud  commit  Adultery  with  hers"  as  if  any 
Woman  in  general,  meant  any  Woman  whatfo- 
iveTy  and  no  general  Term  allowed  of  any  Ex- 
ception. DilVi.ifling  fuch  merely  illufive  Quib- 
bles, and  evafive  Artifices,  let  us  readily  grant 
that  the  Woman  here  meant,  mufb  be  fuch  an 
one  as  Adultery  can  be  committed  with;  and 
remind  our  Reader,  that  the  Author,  when  he 
defined  Adultery  to  be  the  Commerce  of 
the  Sexes  where  the  Woman  is  the  Wife  of  an- 
other Man,  p.  57,  fhould  have  truly  completed 
the  Definition  \  by  adding  alfo  that  it  is  the 
Commierce  of  the  Sexes  where  the  Man  is  the 
Hufband  of  another  Woman  :  for  our  bleiTed 
Lord  hath  exprefsly  declared,  that  whofoever 
putceth  away  his  Wife  and  marrieth  another,  or 
hath  Commierce  with  another,  comm.itteth 
Adultery  againft  lier,  his  firft  Wife. 

No  matter,  therefore,  whether  the  Woman 
defired  be  married  or  not ;  for  if  the  Man  who 
looks  with  Defire  on  her,  be  married,  he  com- 
mitteth  Adultery  in  his  Heart;  and  if  an  un- 
nvArried    :\Ian    rhus    looks   wi:h   Defire  on   a 
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Woman  wich  whom  Adultery  can  be  com- 
mitted, that  is,  on  a  married  Woman,  he^ 
alfo,  committeth  Adultery  with  her  in  his 
Heart.  Not  both,  but  one  of  the  Parties  un- 
doubtedly, mufl,  be  married,  -as  we  cannot 
fuppofe  our  Saviour  to  be  here  prefcribing  a 
Law  againfl  a  Cafe,  or  Inftance  that  can  never 
fubfift.  But  yet,  nothing  can  be  more  evident 
from  our  Lord's  Words  than,  that  whofoever 
looketh  with  Dcfire  on  a  Woman  with  whom 
he  can  commit  Adultery,  a  married  Woman^ 
or  a  fingle  Woman,  if  he  be  married,  the  Word 
Woman  denoting  all  Women  in  general,  is  an 
Adulterer,  or  hath  already  committed  Adultery 
with  her  in  his  Heart. 

Our  Author's  Diftindion,  therefore,  hath 
here  no  Foundation;  nor  have  our  Commen- 
tators let  loofe  their  Imaginations  beyond  the 
Truth,  though  they  have  declared  that  the  irre- 
gular Defire  after  any  Female  whatfoever,  with 
whom  Adultery  can  be  committed,  comes 
within  the  fpiritual  Import  of  the  feventh 
Commandment.  Nor  can  any  thing  hence  be 
more  evident,  than  that  -Polygamy  is  a  fin 
tinder  the  Difpenfation  of  the  Gofpel,  and  that 
therefore    the  Prohibition  of  it   hath  JVarrant 

from 
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irom  the  Word  of  God.  For  as  out  Saviour 
hath  here  exprefsly  afTured  us,  that  whofoever 
looketh  with  irregular  Defire  after  any  Woman 
with  whom  Adultery  can  be  committed,  hath 
already  committed  Adultery  with  her  in  his 
Heart  5  moft  certainly  he  who  marrieth,  or  hath 
perfonal  Intercourfe  w^th  her,  muft  alfo  be 
guilty  of  Adultery.  With  reipedl  to  the  Con- 
dudt  of  the  Patriarchs,  and  other  Saints  who 
lived  before  the  Prcmulgation  of  the  Gofpel, 
we  Ihall  not  enquire  into  it,  nor  confic^er  for 
what  Reafons  Polygamy  was  then  permitted* 
iTheir  Example  is  by  no  Means  in  every  reipedt 
the  Objed  of  our  Attention. 

^  The  Pattern  of  our  blefled  Lord  is  the  only 
Objed  intitled  to  our  Imitation,  as  it  exempli-* 
fies  fuch  a  complete  and  perfedl  Plan  of  Piety 
and  Morality,  as  was  never  before  his  Incarna- 
tion vouchfafed  to  Mankind.  Our  Author  may 
be  aVerfe  from  fubfcribing  to  this  Truth,  but 

khath  afforded  us  an  accefTional  Proof  of  it.  For 
as  the  Gofpel  enjoins  a  purer  Conduct,  and  pro- 
hibits all  Polygamy  which  was  permitted  by  the 
Old  Tettament,  fuch  Prohibition  evinceth  the 
Superiority  of  the  Rule  prefcribed  to  our  Be- 
haviour in  the  former,  to  that  of  the  latter. 
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It  appears  alfo,  from  the  PafTages  adduced, 
that,  contrary  to  our  Author's  AfTertions,  the 
Thought  of  Adultery  and  Polygamy  were  really 
Jirfi  condemned  when  Chrift  faid,  whofoever  look- 
cth  on  a  Woman  to  luft  after  her,  hath  already 
committed  Adultery  with  her  in  his  Heart  j  and 
that  Adultery,  therefore,  meant  not  "  quite  as 
inuch  in  Mofes's  "Tmey  as  in  the  Days  of  Chrift  and 
his  Apftles'^'  that  the  Thought  of  Adultery, 
when  Polygamy  was  permitted,  was  not  fo  finfiil 
as  it  would  nave  been  in  St.  Paul  under  the 
Gofpel;  that  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees  were  ig- 
norant of  the  fpiritual  Senfe  of  the  Law;  that 
our  Saviour  informied  them,  that  unjuft  Divorce 
and  Polygamy  were  unlawful  under  his  Dilpen- 
fation;  that  not  only  our  exterior  Conduft,  but 
our  very  Thoughts,  might  be  finful  and  adul- 
terous, which  the  Law  that  forbad  them  to  co- 
vet was  not  underflood  by  them  to  mean ;  and 
that  therefore  our  Lord  hath  introduced  a  new 
Law  or  Direction  concerning  thofe  Points. 

The  Author  of  Thelyphthora,  in  Page  192, 
aflerts,  that  '  it  is  propable  that  Polygamy  was 
Very  frequent  amongft  the  firft  Chriftians/ 
*  Why,  faith  he,  did  Paul  recommend  the 
Choice  of  Bifhops  from  amongft  thofe  who  ha3 
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but  one  Wife  ?  What  Occafion  for  this  Caution, 
if  none  had  more  than  one  ?' — In  Reply  to  this 
AfTertion,  it  might  be  obierved,  that  after  all 
Suggeftions  rerpe6ting  the  admitting  Converts 
to  the  Rites  of  the  Church,  who  were  Polyga- 
mies, it  might,  perhaps,  be  fupported,  that  not 
every  Man  who  had  long  been  in  Habits  of 
Vice,  and  Error,  could,  at  once,  relinquifh 
them,  and  perfectly  coi-form,  in  every  Inftance, 
to  fo  pure  and  ftri6t  a  Rule  of  Behaviour  as  that 
of  the  Gofpel;  and  that  the  divine  Wifdom 
might  at  firft,  therefore,  avoid  too  great  Ri- 
gour in  condemning  Polygamy,  and  yet  fix 
fuch  a  Mark  of  Infamy  upon  fo  irregular  a  Prac- 
tice, as  to  forbid  any  one,  however  extraordi- 
nary his  Charader  might  be,  to  undertake  the 
Minillry,  who  was  guilty  of  it ;  and  alfo  to  dif- 
courage  and  condemiji  it  by  exprefs  Injundions 
againft  it. 

This,  it  is  to  be  confefTed,  may  appear  a 
larger  Conce/Tion  than  is  neceflary  in  the  prefent 
Cafe.  For  the  Injuncftion  of  one  Wife  refers  by 
no  Means  to  the  Condud  of  the  firft  Chriftians 
after  their  Convcrfion,  but  to  the  Practices  of 
the  Jews  and  Pagans;  and  we  have  no  Autho- 
rity from  Scripture  to  afTert,  that  the  firft  Chrif- 
D  2  tiant^ 
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..ans  were  permitted  to  be  Polygamifls,  but  aii 
our  Lord  and  his  Apoftles  have  fo  particularly 
prohibited  it,  have  Reafon  to  believe  that  they 
conformed  to  their  Prohibitions  refpefting  it. 

The  Words  of  the  Apoftle  by  no  Means  au- 
thorife  us  to  aflert,  that  the  firft,  or  many  of  the 
firft  Chriftians,  were  Polygamifls  after  their 
Converfion.  We  are  vcy  fenfible  that  at  the 
Time  when  St.  Paul  wrote  the  Epiftle  to  Ti- 
mothy before  us,  many  of  the  Jews  and  Pagans 
were  Polygamifls,  and  alfo  particularly  guilty  of 
unjuflly  divorcing  their  Wives,  and  marrying 
others.  And,  from  our  Knowledge  of  this 
Pra6lice,  we  learn  the  true  Senfe  of  the  PafTage 
before  us,  in  which  he  enjoins  that  aBifhop  be 
the  Hufband  of  one  Wife ;  which  is  this,  that 
he  have  avoideth  the  Practice  of  the  Jews  and 
Greeks,  and  not,  like  them,  been  guilty  of  un- 
juflly divorcing  one  Wife,  and  marrying  ano- 
ther. The  PafTage  therefore  evidently  refers, 
not  to  the  Practices  of  the  lirfl  Chriflians  after 
their  Converfion,  but  to  thofe  of  the  Jews  and 
Pagans  ;  and,  inflead  of  advancing,  diredly 
militates  againfl  Polygamy,  or  the  Suppofition 
that  the  firft  Chriflians  were  guilty  of  it,  by 
enjoining  that  a  Bifhop  be  noc  one  who  hath  un- 
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juflly  divorced  one  Wife,  and  married  another, 
or  that  in  this  refpe6t  he  be  the  Hufband  of  one 
Wife,  which  he  could  not  be  if  he  had  married 
a  fecond  Wife  during  the  Life  of  the  firft,  whonti 
he  had  unjuftly  difmiffed. 

The  Apoftle^s  Words  in  this  PafTage,  thcre^- 
fore,  carry  no  tacit  Allowance  of  Polygamy,  but 
a  diredb  Prohibition  of  it,  and  an  obvious  Re- 
ference to  the  Practices  of  the  Jews  and  Greeks, 
who  were  guilty  of  Polygamy  and  unlawful 
Divorces,  which  he  forbids  as  inconfiftent  with 
the  Condufl  of  a  Chriflian  Paflor,  and  the  Pu- 
rity of  Manners  enjoined  by  the  Gofpel ;  and 
our  Author,  indeed,  might  as  well  have  inferred 
from  the  Injunflions  of  St.  Paul  in  this  Chap- 
ter, that  a  Bilhop  ought  to  be  no  Striker,  not 
given  to  much  Wine,  and  not  covetous ;  that 
Wrath,  Intemperance  and  Covetoufnefs,  were 
frequent  amongfl  the  firfl  Chriflians,  as  that 
they  were  Polygamifts,  and  conftrue  every  Pro- 
hibition of  Vice  into  a  tacit  Allowance  of  i^, 
and  an  Impeachment  of  the  Condudt  of  all  t© 
whom  it  was  addrefled. 

But  let  us  attend  to  our  Writer's  Remarks 
^pon  Part  of  the  Seventh  Chapter  of  the  Firft 
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Epiftle  to  the  Corinthians.  The  Apoftle  in  tliisf 
Chapter  an fwered  foine  Queftions  of  the  Corin- 
thians refpe6ling  the  conjugal  State,  and  in  the 
introductory  "VVrfes  determines  that  in  fome 
Cafes  it  fliould  be  entered  into,  and  continued 
in,  and  in  others  avoided.  *  Neverthelefs,  to 
avoid,  or  on  Account  of  Fornications,  faith  the 
Apoftle,  let  every  Man  have,  or  retain  his  own 
Wife;  and  let  every  WoiT::.n  have,  and  retain 
her  ov/n  proper  Hufband.  Let  the  Hufband 
fellderdde  Benevolence  to  the  Wife,  ^nd  in  like 
Mariner  alfo  the  Wife  unto  the  Hufband.  For 
the  Wife  hath  not  Puwer  over  her  own  Body, 
but  tlie  Hufband ;  and  the  Hufband  hath  not 
Power  over  his  own  Body,  but  the  Wife — their 
Eligagennents  being  nnutual,  they  are  obliged 
to  remain  appropriate  to  each  other.'  Our  Au- 
thor paraphrafes  thefe  \^^ords  thus :  *  Let  every 
Mail  retain  the  Woman  who  belongs  to  him, 
and  not  lend  her  out  or  fufferher  to  marry  ano- 
ther, nor  let  him  take  a  Woman  who  is  not  his 
Wife,  but  another  Man's,  to  himfelf.  So  alfo 
let  every  Woman  have  her  own  proper  Huf- 
band ;  the  Man  appropriated  to  her  exclufively 
of  all  other  Men  upon  Earth,  and  not  depart, 
or  lufter  herfelf  to  be  lent  or  given  to  any  other 
Man.     Let  the  Hufband  render  to  the  Wife  due 
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Benevolence,  and  likewife  the  Wife  unto  the 
Hufband.  The  Wife  hath  not  Power  over  her^ 
own  Body,  fo  as  to  withdraw  herfelf  from  the 
conjugal  Debt;  but  the  Hufband  nnay,  as  Mat- 
ter of  Right,  have  Accefs  to  her  at  all  proper 
Times  and  Seafons.  Likewife  the  Hufband  has 
not  Power  over  his  (;wn  Body,  fo  as  to  withdraw 
from  the  conjugal  Intercourfe,  with  his  Wife; 
''but  the 'Wife,  as  a  Debt  due  from  the  Contra6b 
which  the  Man  is  under  to  her  by  the  very  Terms 
of  their  Union,  has  a  Right  to  his  Society, 
Therefore  defraud  ye  not  one  the  other,  &c/ 

With  refpe6l  to  this  our  Author's  Paraphrafe, 
it  may  be  obferved,  that  the  Word  in  the  Ori- 
ginal, here  tranflated  have  or  retain,  (in  the 
Verfe,  "  Let  every  Man  have  his  own  Wife,  and 
every  Woman  have  her  own  proper  Hufband,'*) 
is  the  fame  in  both  Parts  of  the  Verfe;  and 
therefore  Ihould  convey  the  fame  Ideas  or  In- 
junction, when  it  coheres  with  the  Words  'every 
Woman,'  or  the  Wife,  as  when  it  agrees  with 
the  Words  '  every  Man,'  or  the  Hufband.  Our 
Author,  therefore,  had  no  Authority  from  the 
Original  to  fuggeft  that  the  Apoflle  in  thefe 
PafTages  intended  to  impofe  any  greater  Re- 
Ura^nt  upon  the  Wife  tJian  upon  the  Hufband; 
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but  that,  as  he  here  enjoins  that  every  Man  fhall 
have  his  own  Wife,  and  not  lend  her  out,  or 
fufFer  her  to  marry  another  Man ;  fo,  alfo,  he 
enjoins  that  every  Woman  Ihall  have  her  own 
proper  Hufband,  and  not  fufFer  him  to  be  lent 
out,  or  marry  any  other  Woman^ 

We  may  hence  alfo  obferve,  that  the  original 
Words,  here  tranflated  '  her  own  proper  Huf- 
band,' imply,  as  before  remarked,  not  only 
fuch  an  Appropriation  of  the  Hufband  to  the 
Wife,  as  that  Jhe  fhould  not  go  to  any  other, 
but  more  naturally  and  obvioufly,  fuch  an  Ap- 
propriation of  the  Hufband  to  the  Wife,  cxclu- 
fively  of  all  other  Women,  that  be  fhould  not 
marry,  or  have  perfonal  Intercourfe  with  any 
other ;  and  that  our  Author  had  no  Ground  for 
the  Limitation  here  introduced,  by  fubjoinmg 
the  Apoflle's  Injunction,  a  Prohibition  extend- 
ing to  only  a  matrimonial  Connexion  with  ^  an- 
other Man's  Wife :'  when  a  married  Man, 
during  the  Life  of  his  firft  Wife,  except  in  cafe 
of  lawful  Divorce,  hath  no  Power  to  marry,  or 
have  perfonal  Intercourfe  with  any  other,  but  is 
obliged  to  remain  appropriated  to  his  firfl  Wife, 
OKclufively  of  all  other  Women  whatfoever. 
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We  readily  grant,  that  the  Corinthians  were 
guilty  of  Fornication  and  Adultery,  of  lending 
Out  their  Wives,  and  having  Women  in  com- 
inon.  *Let  us  add,  that  they  alfo,  as  well  as 
other  Heathens,  and  the  Jews,  were  guilty  of 
Divorce  and  Polygamy. 

Yet,  what  one  Dedu6iion  can  hence  be  de- 
rived in  favour  of  Polygamy?  And,  what  caa 
more  evidently  evince  the  Unlawfulnefs  of  Po- 
lygamy than  the  PafTages  of  St.  Paul  before 
us? 

If,  according  to  our  Author's  Rule,  we  in- 
terpret them  by  the  general  Tenor  of  the  New 
Teftament,  nothing  can  more  plainly  evince 
the  Unlawfulnefs  of  Polygamy; 

The  general  Tenor  of  the  Declarations  c^f 
bur  bleffed  Lord  and  his  Apoftles,  is,  thac 
whofoever  difmifTeth  his  Wife,  except  for  For- 
Plication,  and  marrieth  another,  commltteth 
Adultery  againft  her,  and  that  we  are  to  con- 
form to  the  primitive  Inftitution  of  Matri- 
mony, which  could  not  permit  Polygamy.  The 
Apoftle,  therefore,  by  commanding  that  every 
Man  fhould  have  or  retain  his  own  Wife,  and 
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every  Wonnan  her  own  proper  Hufband,  muft 
certainly  mean  to  forbid  not  only  all  Forni- 
cation, and  unjuft  Divorce,  but  alfo  all  Adul- 
tery and  Polygamy.  The  fame  Truth  Is  glare- 
ingly  evident  alfo,  from  the  fubfequent  Words 
that  ^  the  Wife  hath  not  Power  over  her  own 
Body,  but  the  Hufband :'  and,  in  like  Manner , 
alfoj  ^  the  Hufband  hath  not  Power  over  his 
own  Body,  but  the  Wife ;'  they  being  obliged 
to  continue  appropriate  to  each  other.  It  hence 
evidently  appears  that  the  Wife's  Right  is  equal 
to  that  of  the  Hufband,  exprefTed  in  exaftly 
the  fame  Words  and  declared  to  be  the  fame, 
ofxoiw;  ^£  xai  o  ocvri^y  and  that  as  the  Hu/band 
hath  Power  over  the  Perfon  of  the  Wife,  fo 
alfo,  in  like  Manner,  hath  the  Wife  Power 
over  the  Perfon  of  her  Hufband.  That  there- 
fore alfo  the  original  Words  iSiov  oc-J^a  and  iocjToj 
ymyAyiOy  rendered  her  own  proper  Hufband,  and 
his  own  Wife,  after  all,  mean  but  the  fame 
Thing,  unlefs  the  Difference  was  made  with  a 
particular  View  to  the  Difcouragement  of  Po- 
lygamy, and  unjufl  Divorce,  and  evince  her 
peculiar  Right  to  the  whole  Perfon  of  her 
Hufband. 

Certainly, 
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Certainly,  fuch  are  the  Laws  of  ChrifV,  and 
his  Apoflles,  concerning  "  the  Bufinefs  of  Di- 
vorce and  Polygamy,"  which  therefore,  contrary 
to  our  Author's  AlTertion,  depend  not  "  wholly 
upon  the  Law  of  Moles,'*  Mofes  permitted  Po- 
lygamy, andunjuflDivorce;  Chrift  prohibits  both, 
and  hath  reduced  Marriage  to  its  primitive  Infti- 
tution  5  therefore  he  hath  certainly  introduced  a 
new,  or  another  Law  refpeding  them. 

With  regard  to  our  Author's  AfTertion,  that 
St.  Paul's  Injundtion  concerning  the  Choice  of 
the  Paftors  of  the  Church,  muft  imply  that 
there  were  many  Chriftians,  ^  not  who  had  hady 
but  who,  at  the  Time  when  he  wrote^  had  more 
V/ives  than  onej'  and  that  '  if  this  had  not 
been  the  Cafe,  it  would  have  been  as  much  out 
of  the  Queftion  to  have  mentioned  the  having 
but  one  Wife,  as  to  have  faid  that  none  fliould 
be  chofen  but  thofe  who  had  but  one  Ht;ad,  or 
one  Body,  when  it  was  not  to  be  fuppofed  that 
any  Man  had  more.'     P.  205. 

Be  it  obferved,  that  the  Cafe  is  not  parallel, 
for  though  we  cannot  fuppofe  a  Man  to  have 
more  than  one  Head,  or  Body,  yet  he  certainly 
might  have  not  been  fit  for  the  Miniflry,  as  he 
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might  have  been  one  v/ho  had  divorced  one 
Wife,  and  married  another ;  and  therefore  not 
fo  blamelefs  and  irreproachable,  as  the  Apoftle 
requires  him  to  be.  As  to  our  Author's  Remark, 
that  the  Injun6lion  of  the  Apoftle  muft  imply 
that  many  of  the  firft  Converts  to  Chriftianity 
were  Polygamifts,  becaufe  in  his  Epiftle  to  Titus 
the  Words  are,  ^t  r^g  fov  f^iocg  ywony.oq  oc^^^x-  «  if 
any  l^e  the  Hufband  of  one  Wife,*  and  therefore 
muft  relate  to  the  tben  Situation  of  the  Converts 
to  Chriftianity  j  it  is  to  beobferved,  that  our  Au- 
thor hath  here  omitted  a  Word  in  this  Paftage. 
For  St.  Paul,  dired:ing  Titus  on  what  Principles 
he  fliould  proceed  in  the  Choice  of  Chriftian 
Paftors,  here  faith,  Ei  Ti?  cow  oLnfy.xrilo:,  [xia;  yivoci- 
xog  otvi^ — ^  If  any  one  be  blamelefs  j  the  Hufband 
of  one  Wife.'  This  OmifTion,  it  is  prefumed,  was 
intended  to  more  clofelyconnedl  the  fi  t*?  icmv  with 
fAiy.c  y\}WAyio<;  a,v^^cc^  and  thuscaufe  the  Apoftle  to  ap- 
pear to  more  ftrongly  fpeak  to  our  Writer's  Pur- 
pofe. 

But  this  is  not  the  Apoftle's  Intention ;  for 
though  the  Word  fnv,  or  i^e,  is  here  ufed  in  the 
prefent  Tenfe,  yet  the  Paftagc,  as  before  evin- 
ced, refers  not  to  the  Polygamy  of  Chriftians 
after  their  Converfion,  but  to  the  then  Situa- 
tion of  Jews  and  Pagans,  and  the  former  Con- 
dud 
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du6b  of  thofe  Converts  who  had  been  guilty  of 
'i^olygamy  or  unlawful  Divorce  before  their 
Converfion,  and  therefore  had  had  more  than 
one  Wife ;  and  accordingly  the  Apoflle  who 
required  that  the  Pallors  of  the  Chriftian  Church 
fhould  be  Perfons  of  exemplary  Purity,  and 
eminent  for  every  focial  and  perfonal  Virtue, 
enjoins  that  they  be  not  chofen  from  amongft 
thofe  who  had  had  more  than  one  Wife,  or  un- 
juflly  difmifled  one  and  married  another  3  but 
that  if  a  Perfon  he  the  Hufband  of  one  Wife, 
i,  e.  hath  not  unjuftly  difmifled  one  Wife  and 
married  another,  he  might  be  conflituted  a 
Bifhop. 

Our  Author's  Pofition  therefore  hath  no 
Foundation  from  the  PaflTage  before  us  5  and  I 
conceive  that  we  might  as  well  fuppofe  that  all 
the  firfl  Chrifbians  were  guilty  after  their  Con- 
verfion, of  Extortion,  Theft,  Covetoufnefs,  Ido- 
latry, and  of  all  Other  Vices  mentioned  in  St. 
Paul's  firll  Epillle  to  the  Corinthians,  as  of 
Polygamy.  But  St.  Paul  hath  aflured  us  to 
the  contrary;  and  having  particularly  mentioned 
Fornicators,  W^horemongers,  and  Adulterers, 
as  well  as  Perfons  who  were  guilty  of  the  pre- 
ceding Vices,  informs  us,  that  fuch  were  fome 
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tf  the  Corinthians  In  their  unconverted  Statci., 
but  that  divine  Grace  had  produced  an  happy 
Change  in  their  State  and  Difpofition,  and  they 
were  now,  fince  their  Converfion,  wafhed,  fane* 
tified,  and  purified. 

Our  Author  dbferves  upon  thefe  Paffages  of 
St.  Paul,  that  it  can  hardly  be  fuppofcd  that  if 
Polygamy  were  finful,  the  great  Apoftle  Ihould 
be  fo  liberal  and  particular  in  his  Epiftle  to  the 
Gjiinthians,  in  coiitemning  other  Species  of  il- 
licit Commerce  between  the  Sexes,  and  yet 
omit  this  in  his  black  Catalogue.  In  Reply  to 
this  Suggeftion,  we  muft  obferve^  that  though 
the  Apoftle  hath  not  inferted  the  Word  Poly- 
gamy in  that  Catalogue,  yet  hath  he,  by  nd 
Means,  omitted  to  condemn  the  Crime  it  de- 
notes. 

For  the  Apoftle  in  the  Paffages  before  us  pre- 
cautions the  Corinthians  of  the  fatal  Effefts  of 
thofe  Sins  in  which  they  had  indulged  them- 
felves  before  their  Converfion,  and  againft  all 
vain  Imaginations  that  their  having  embraced 
Chriftianlty  would  fecure  them  in  the  Prafticc 
of  them.  ^  Be  not  deceived,  faith  he,  neither 
Fornicators,  nor  Idolators,  nor  Adulterers,  nor 
4  Effeminate, 
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Effeminate,    nor   Abufers  of  themfelves  with 
Mankind,    nor    Thieves,    nor   Covetous,    nor 
Drunkards,    nor    Revilers,    nor    Extortioners, 
fhall  inherit  the  Kingdom  of  God,  and  fuch 
were  fome  of  you,  but  ye  are  wafhed,  but  ye 
are  fanflified,  but  ye  are  juflified  in  the  Name 
of  our  Lord  Jefus,  and  by  the  Spirit   of  our 
God.'     Polygamy,  a  Community  of  Women, 
Divorce  and  Adultery,  being,  confelTedly,  the 
Crimes  of  which  the  Corinthians  were  guilty 
before  their  Converfion,  and  that  occafioned  this 
Epiflle  of  St.  Paul,  moft  certainly,  he  hath  here 
iliewn  his  Zeal   for  the  Law  of  Marriage,  and 
condemned  Polygamy  as  well  as  other  Species 
of  illicit  Commerce  between  the  Sexes,  when 
he  afTureth  them,  that  neither  Fornicators  nor 
Adulterers  fhall  inherit  the  Kingdom  of  God. 
If  our  Judgment  refpecftiug  the  Meaning  of  the 
Apoftle  Ihould,  as  our  Author  agrees,  be  di- 
rected by  the  Confideration  of  the  Manners  and 
Cuftoms  of  the  Corinthians,  and  the  Tenour  of 
the  New  Teflamentj  the  lending  their  Wives, 
a  Community  of  Women,  Divorce  and  Polyga- 
my, being,  at  the  Time  St.  Paul  v/rote,    the 
Crimes  they  were  guilty  of;  and  this  Apoftie 
having   declared    that   the    Hufband   hath   nq 
Power  to  transfer  his  Perfou  to  a  fecoad  Wife 
F  during 
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during  the  Life  of  his  firfl,  and  our  blefled 
Lord  having,  in  various  Paflages,  exprefsly 
afTerted,  that  whofoever  fhall  unjuftly  difmifs 
his  Wife,  and  marry  another,  comnnitteth  Adul- 
tery againft  her,  St.  Paul  muft  have  confidered 
Polygamy  as  Adultery,  and  therefore,  when  he 
here  condemns  Fornication  and  Adultery,  he 
condemns  Polygamy  as  well  as  other  Species  of 
illicit  Commerce  of  the  Sexes.  If  farther  Proofs 
need  be  adduced,  evincing  that  St.  Paul  hath 
condemned  Polygamy  as  Adultery,  and  that  the 
early  Chrifbians  were  not  Polygamifls,  thofe 
Proofs  will  occur  in  the  immediately  fubfequent 
Obfervations, 

Our  Author,  Page  3 So,  again  confiders  the 
PafTages  of  our  Lord  in  the  Gofpels  of  St. 
Matthew  and  Mark,  refpe^ling  Divorce  and 
Polygamy,  and  repeats  the  Aflertion,  that  our 
Lord  was  not  kying  down  a  new  Law;  and  that 
had  he  attempted  any  Thing  oppofite  to  the 
Law  of  Mofes,  he  would  have  fallen  into  the 
Snare  of  the  Pharifees,  whoqueftioned  him  with 
a  View  to  reproach  him  as  an  Enemy  to  it. — 
The  Pharifees,  proceeds  our  Author,  attempted 
no  Reply,  which  would  certainly  not  have  been 
the  Cafe,  had  they  underllood  him  to  have  fpo- 
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ken  againft  Polygamy;  neither  did  his  own 
Difciples  undcrftand  him  to  fpeak  of  any  Thing 
but  Divorce i  for  their  Conclufion  is^  *'  If  the 
Cafe  of  a  Man  be  fo  with  his  Wife,  it  is  not  good 
to  marry ;"  i,  e,  if  a  Man  cannot  get  rid  of  his 
Wife  when  he  pleafeth,  he  had  better  not  marry 
at  all.  P.  384. — The  Conclufion,  faith  our 
Author,  muft  have  been  made  from  tlieir  un- 
derflanding  Chrift  to  fpeak  of  Divorce  ^  for  it 
is  totally  foreign  from  the  Matter  of  Polygamy. 
How  could  they  poffibly  mean  that  a  Man  had 
better  have  no  Wife  at  all,  if  he  could  not  have 
more  than  one  at  once?  It  muft  likev/ife  be 
llippofed  that  they  did  not  mifunderfland  their 
Mafler;  for  if  they  had,  he  would  doubtlefs 
have  fet  them  right  in  his  Reply,  and  not  have 
faid  what  clearly  fhews  them  to  have  underilood 
him  right," 

In  Reply  to  thefe  Suggeflions,  be  It  obferv'd, 
that  the  Pharifees  attempted  no  reproachful 
Anfwer  to  our  Lord's  Prohibition  of  unjuft  Di- 
vorce, though  they  plainly  underilood  that  his 
Prohibition  was  contrary  to  rhe  Mofaic  Permif- 
fion.  Why  therefore  ihould  our  Author  affert, 
that  if  tliey  had  underilood  our  Lord  to  have 
F  2  fpokea 
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fpoken  againft  Polygamy,  they  would  certainly 
have  replied  to  him  ? 

With  refpe£l  to  our  Lord's  Difciples,  the  very 
Pveply  which  our  Lord  made  to  their  Conclu- 
fion,  from  which  our  Author  aflerts  that  it  ap- 
pears that  they  underftood  him  aright,  evinceth 
that  his  Difcourfes  related  to  both  Polygamy  and 
Divorce,  or  at  leaft  that  the  former  was  dedu- 
cible  from,  and  neceffarily  implied  in  them. 

Our  Lord's  Difciples  fay,  "  If  this  be  the 
Cafe  between  a  Man  and  his  Wife,  it  is  not  good 
to  marry."  But  he  faid  to  them,  "  All  Men 
cannot  receive  this  Saying,  that  it  is  not  good 
to  marry,  but  only  they  to  whom  it  is  given,  or 
who  are  able  to  fubdpue  their  Inclinations  to- 
wards the  conjugal  State."  If  Polygamy  was 
allowed  as  lawful  by  our  Lord,  and  his  Difci- 
ples had  more  than  one  Wife  each,  his  Reply 
v/ould  not  have  been  pertinent  to  their  Interfe- 
rence. For  in  fuch  Cafe,  there  would  have 
been  no  Occafion  to  have  faid,  that  *  all  Men 
cannot  receive  this  Saying,'  fince,  if  one  of  a 
Difciple's  Wives  was  difagreeable  to  him,  he 
would  have  had  others  that  would  prevent  his 
Inability  to  receive  that  Saying,  or  govern  his 
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Inclinations  towards  the  conjugal  Union.  The 
Difciples,  therefore,  meant,  not  '  that  they 
had  better  have  no  Wife  at  all,  if  they  could 
not  have  more  than  one  \  but  that,  as  they 
could  not  have  more  than  one  Wife  at  once, 
they  had  better  not  marry,  than  be  obliged  to 
retain  fuch  a  one  as  might  render  them  un- 
happy. 

The  Conclufion,  therefore,  is  by  no  means 
foreign  to  the  Matter  of  Polygamy  any  more 
than  to  that  of  Divorce,  but  is  evidently  de- 
duced from  their  Obligation  to  have  no  more 
than  one  Wife  at  once,  and  undeniably 
evinceth,  that  they  underftood  our  Lord*s  Dif- 
courfe  to  relate  to  both  Polygamy  and  Di- 
vorce. 

Our  Author,  in  Page  385,  afBrms,  that  the 
Word  another^  in  the  PafTage,  '  whoever  fliall 
put  away  his  W^ife,  except  it  be  for  Fornica- 
tion, and  fhall  marry  another,  committeth 
Adultery  againft  her,'  muft  agree  with  the  an- 
tecedent ;/uvi«iK.a,  or  Wife;  that  therefore  the 
Word  Wife  muft  be  underftood  as  following 
the  Vv^ord  aAA-ziv,  another,  and  this  may  be  con- 
ftrued  in  the  Senfe  pf  pcAAjtcj^^i.  ^-jp;^^:/,  auGther 
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Man*s  TVife-,  and  this  extraordinary  Conftruc- 
tion,  he  obferves,  is  confirmed  by  the  firft 
Epiflle  to  the  Corinthians,  in  which  the  Word 
aKKr.q  is  fo  ufcd,  vtto  ocXXn;  avvsihgsijjg^  being  there 
rightly  tranflated,  '^  another  Man's  Confci- 
ence."  St.  Paul,  giving  Diredtions  concerning 
the  eating  Things  offered  to  Idols,  recommends 
the  abflaining  from  them  to  avoid  Offence,  and 
for  Confcience-fake.  *  Confcience,  faith  he,  not 
thine  own,  but  of  the  others,  who  may  be  of- 
fended j  for,  in  A6ls  obvious  to  Obfervation, 
this  is  to  be  recommended,  but  in  what  lies 
between  God  and  my  Soul,  why  is  my  Liberty 
judged  of  another  Man's  Confcience  V  vtto  oaa-zi; 
cvmh(Tcoog,  Of  what  Service  this  Quotation  can 
be  to  our  Author's  Caufe,  is  to  all  who  read  it, 
furely !  a  Problem.  He  cannot,  certainly, 
mean  that  the  Word  axxr,;  means  only  another 
Man*s  Confcience,  and  that  it  doth  not  alfo 
mean  another  IFoman's  Confcience  !  Or  fhall  wc 
fuppofe  him  to  have  adopted  the  Affertion  that 
Women  have  no  Souls,  and  that  therefore  all 
the  Apoflles.  Dire6lions  were  only  intended  for 
the  Condud  of  their  Hufbands  ? 

Our   Author's   Conflru6lion,    and    defigned 
Limitation  of  the  Scnfe  of  this  PalTage,   can 
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neither  be  defended  by  the  original  Words,  nor 
general  Tenor  of  the  New  Teftament.  For 
though  the  original  Word,  yvvxiaxy  hath  a  Pro- 
noun poiTefJive  coupled  with  it  in  the  former 
Part  of  this  Verfe,  as  yvvxixx  ccvrv,  and  there- 
fore is  rightly  rendered  his  Wife,  yet,  what 
Authority  can  we  have  from  the  latter  Part  of 
it,  where  we  have  only  ctXAnv,  to  affirm,  that,  if 
we  underftand  the  Word  yjvonyioc  to  follow  it,  it 
muft  alfo  be  coupled  with  a  Pronoun  ppfTeffive, 
or  be  underflood  as  if  it  was  ?  The  Verfe,  in 
Truth,  will  admit  of  no  fuch  Conflrudlion ;  nor 
could  pofTibly,  even  with  his  utmoft  Violence, 
be  prefled  into  his  Service.  Whofoever  put- 
teth  away  his  Wife,  except  it  be  for  Fornica- 
tion, and  marrieth  another  Wife,  that  is,  any- 
other  Woman,  be  fhe  Virgin,  or  Widow,  whom 
he  fhall  make  his  Wife,  committeth  Adultery 
againft  her,  is  undeniably  the  mofl  natural  and 
obvious,  and  the  only  Senfe  in  which  any  im- 
partial Reader  of  the  Words  can  poiTibly  un- 
derftand them.  Let  us,  by  a  familiar  Inftance, 
exhibit  the  Abfurdity  of  fuch  forced  Interpre- 
tation as  our  Author  hath  adopted. 

Suppofe  two  Bankers  or  Merchants,  Adven- 
turers  for  Life,    had    articled,    that  no  third 
a  Perfon 
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Perfon  fliould  be  admitted  to  a  Partnerfhip  In 
their  floufes,  and  according  to  fuch  the  ori- 
ginal Defign  of  their  Contrad,  it  fhoiild  by- 
Deed  be  expreffed  that,  "  Whofoever  of  them, 
without  reafonable  Caufe,  fhall  difmifs  his 
Partner  and  article  with  another,  committeth 
Injuflice  againfl  him,  &c.  Would  any  Court 
of  Juftice  hefitate  one  Moment  to  pronounce 
the  Party  who  fhould  prefume  to  thus  difmifs 
his  Partner,  and  article  with  another,  to  be 
guilty  of  Injuflice,  and  liable  to  fuch  Penalty 
as  ought  to  be  adjudged  to  fuch  Procedure  ? 

Could  the  Offender,  in  this  Cafe,  exculpate 
himfelf  by  pleading,  that  he  had  not  articled 
with  one  who  had  been  unjuftly  difmiffed  from 
a  Partnerfliip  with  others,  but  that  he  was  one 
who  had  never  before  been  in  Bufinefs  ? 

Would  any  one  who  wanted  not  to  make  the 
Words  of  the  faid  Deed  conform  to  his  own 
Prejudices  and  Defigns,  inftead  of  regulating 
his  own  Sentiments  by  it,  ever  dream  of  pref- 
fino-  fo  plain,  and  exprefs  a  Declaration  into  his 
Service  by  offering  fo  great  Violence  to  it  ? 
Would  any  impartial  Reader  ever  conceive, 
that  the  V^'ord:,  another,  in  \  Whofoever  fhall 
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difmifs  his  Partner,  and  article  with  another^ 
muft  mean,  not  any  Man  whatfoever,  but  only 
one  who  had  before  been  another  Man's  Partner? 

What  an  extraordinary  Figure  muft  a  Pleader 
make  who  fhould  adopt  our  Author's  Mode  of 
Interpretation,  and  thus  comment  upon  thefe 
Words  !  "  Whofoever  fhall,  without  reafon- 
able  Caufe,  difmifs  his  Partner,  and  article  with 
another,  committeth  Injuftice  againft  him." 
**  The  Word  another,  muft  agree  with  the  An- 
tecedent, Partner ;  therefore  the  Word  Partner 
muft  be  underftood  as  following  the  Word  ano- 
ther, and  this  may  be  conftrued  in  the  Senfe  of 
another  Man's  Partner."  "  And  therefore  who- 
foever difmifTeth  his  Partner,  and  articles  with 
another  who  hath  not  been  in  Bufinefs  before, 
is  not  guilty  of,  or  committeth  no  Injuftice 
againft  him." 

I  am  confident  that  Men  in  Bufinefs  will  view 
fuch  Mode  of  Conftru6lion  with  no  fmall  De- 
gree of  Surprize,  and  not  in  the  leaft  be  dif- 
pofed  to  thank  our  Author  ^ov(o  Jhreivd^  Com- 
ment. Nor  can  it  be  conceived,  as  the  facred 
Writings  are  our  Rule  of  Sentiment  and  Con- 
dud,  that  Society  will  acknowledge  any  Obli- 
gations for  fuch  Violence  offered  to  them^  fince, 
G  by 
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by  fuch  Meafurcs,  they  may  be  compelled 
to  fubfcribe  to  the  moil  pernicious  Pofjtiojis 
that  any  partial  Writer  may  chiife  to  advance-. 
Indeed,  fuch  being  our  Author's  Mode  of  Inter- 
pretation,  it  mull  be  confefTed,  that  after  all 
his  Harangues  concerning  popular  Error,  and 
his  entertaining  and  anile  Fables,  not  to  forget 
that  of  the  refpe6lable  Whittington,  we  cannot 
give  that  Credit  to  his  Judgment  and  Impartia- 
lity, to  which  his  Imagination  may  fuggefl  he 
hath  a  Right. 

In  Truth,  after  fuch  our  Author's  Mode  of 
Interpretation,  vve  cannot  even  confider  him,  as 
he  feems  to  reprefent  himfelf,  in  his  fecond  Vo- 
lume, in  fo  elevated  and  illuminated  a  Situation 
as  '  the  radiant  Inhabitant  of  the  Moon,'  though 
as  he  hath  been  creeling  Caflles  in  the  Air,  he 
may  probably  have  had  a  more  than  ordinary 
Connexion  with  that  Satellite.  To  this  Sug- 
geftion  it  is  apprehended  that  fome>  who  con- 
fider his  laudable  Attempts  to  affert  Polygamy, 
and  recommend  it  to  the  Patronage  of  thofe  in 
Power,  may  be  inclined  to  fubfcribe,  and  at  the 
fame  Time  applaud  his  Modefby,  and  Diffidence^ 
when  he  afcribes  to  himfelf  a  peerlefs  Infallibi- 
lity, and  reprefents  all  thofe  who  fliall  prefume 

to 
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to  difTent  from  him,  as  fit  to  be  only  ranked 
with  the  Tribe  of  merely  impotent  Scoffers, 
Cavillers,  and  Objedors,  perhaps  unworthy  of 
a  Superiority  to  the  prefumptuous  Qiiadrupede 
that  vainly  ^'  infulted  the  Glories  of  the  peerlefs 
Reign  of  the  Mooa." — But  to  proceed. 

Neither  our  Author's  extraordinary  Conflruc- 
tion,  nor  the  Pra6lices  of  Divorce  and  Exchange 
of  Wives  that  prevailed  amiOngfl  the  Jev/s  and 
Pagans,  can  evince  that  a  married  T\lan  could 
not  be  g^iilty  of  Adultery,  unlefs  his  fecond 
Wife  was  a  divorced  Woman.  This  Truth  we 
have  already  fufficientiy  evinced,  but  with  a 
View  to  fome  Suggeftions  of  cur  Author  that 
have  not  been  noticed^  Hiail  repeat  a  Part  of 
what  hath  been  offered,  with  fome  acceffional 
Obfervations  refpedting  them. 

Our  bleffed  Lord,  in  the  Gofpels  of  St.  Mark 
and  St.  Luke,  declareth,  that  ^  whofo  marrieth 
her  that  is  put  away,  committeth  Adultery.*  Bi  t 
thefe  Words  can  by  no  Means  evince,  that  the 
married  Man  who  during  the  Life  of  his  firff  Wife 
marrieth  another  who  v/as  a  Virgin  or  Widow, 
Qj  any  other  fingle  Woman,  commiih  not  Adul- 
G  2  tay. 
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tery,  there  being  no  fuch  particular  Limitations^ 
in  thefe  or  any  other  PafTages  of  our  Lord  and 
his  Apoftles  refpeding  thi?  Subjeifb.  The  Sug- 
gefbions  of  our  Author  and  others  upon  this 
Point,  are  merely  conjedlural,  unfupported 
by  any  particular  Evidence,  and  contrary  to 
the  various  Declarations  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment« 


Our  blefTed  Lord  exprefsly  declareth  in  St. 
Matthew's  Gofpel,  that  whofoever  fhall  put  away 
his  Wife,  except  it  be  for  Fornication,  and  fliall 
marry  another,  committeth  Adultery ; — and  in 
St.  Mark's  Gofpel,  that  whofoever  fhall  put 
away  his  Wife  and  marry  another,  committeth 
Adujtery  againfl  her. — Here  are  evidently  no 
Limitations  of  Adultery  to  the  alone  Inftance  of 
^  married  Man  marrying  a  divorced  Woman, 
or  another  Man's  Wife,  but  the  Words  are  ob- 
vioufly  general.  The  Word,  another,  evidently 
being  a  general  Term,  and  denoting  any  other 
Woman,  be  fhe  Virgin  or  Widow,  any  Woman 
whom  he  fhall  prefume  to  take  as  a  Wife  du- 
ring the  Life  of  his  firft.  Our  Author  fuggefts. 
Page  374,  that  had  our  Lord  intended  to  have 

con- 
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condemned  thofe  who  were  guilty  of  Polyganiy, 
"  he  would  fcarcely  have  made  Ufe  of  Words 
which  do  not  defcribe  their  Situation,  but  of 
Words  that  did.     It  is  very  plain,  proceeds  he, 
that  he  that  putteth  av/ay  his  Wife  by  giving 
her  a  Bill  of  Divorcement,  could  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  Man  who  took  two  Wives  toge- 
ther, or  one  to   another,  and   cohabited   with  ,/ 
both."     But,  furely!  it  is  very  plain  that  who- 
foever  putteth  away  his  Wife  and  marrieth  ano- 
ther, committeth  Adultery,  hath  fornething  to 
do  with  the  Man  who  took  two  Wives  together, 
as  well  as  with  him  who  fhould  unlawfully  di- 
vorce them.     Had  not  our  Author  ended  the 
Quotation  at  the  Word  Divorcement^  and  given 
us  but  a  Part  of  the  Verfe,  the  Reader  mnil 
have  feen  that  it  had  fomething  to  do  with  the 
Polygamlfl;  and  this  being  the  Cafe,  our  Lord 
hath  ufed  Words  defcriptive  of  his  Situation. 

Before  our  Author  had  attempted  the  precife 
Limitation  of  thefe  Words  to  the  Cafe  of  Di- 
vorce alone,  he  fhould  have  been  able  to  have 
evinced  that  Divorce  and  Lxchanp-e  of  Wivv.s 
were  the  only  Pra(5lices  of  the  Jews  and  Pagans  at: 
the  Time  of  our  Lord's  Incarnation,  and  thence 
have  dv^duced  that  fuch  Pra<fl;ices  mufl  be  the 

only 
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only  Objects  of  thefe  Difcourfes,  and  that  con- 
iequcntly  Divorce  alone  was  the  Subjefl  in- 
tended by  them.  But  our  Author  will  acknow- 
ledge that  the  Hiftory  of  that  Period  evinceth, 
that  not  only  Divorce  and  Exchange  of  Wives, 
but  a  Comnnunity  of  Women  and  Polygamy, 
or  Fornication  and  Adultery,  were  the  Practices 
of  that  Age:  and,  therefore,  without  ^  interpret- 
ing Scripture  according  to  our  own  Conceits, 
but  by  confidering  the  Times  when.  Places 
v/hei-e,  and  Situations  of  the  Perfons  to  whom 
it  was  addrefTcd,'  we  farther  deduce,  that  they 
afford  no  Ground  for  fuch  Limitation  as  our 
Author  would  fix  upon  them. 

With  refped:  to  the  general  Tenor  of  the 
New  Teflament,  nothing  can  be  more  incoti- 
fil^ent  with  it  than  our  Author's  extraordinary 
Limitation.  The  New  Tefbament  gives  no 
more  Power  to  a  married  Man  to  marry  another 
Woman,  during  the  Life  of  his  firfl  Wife,  than 
it  gives  to  a  Wife  to  niarry  another  Man  dur- 
ing the  Life  of  her  firfb  Hufband.  St.  Paul 
exprefsly  commands  both  Huiband  and  Wife, 
to  continue  inviolably,  and  intirely  appropriate 
to  each  other. 
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To  avoid  Fornication,  faith  he,  as  before 
obferved,  let  every  Man  have  his  own  Wife, 
and  let  every  Woman  have  her  own  proper 
Hufbandj  let  the  Kufband  render  to  the  Wife 
due  Benevolence,  and  likewife  alfo  the  Wife  to 
the  Hufband  :  The  Wife  hath  not  Power  over 
her  own  Body,  but  the  Hufband  ;  and  likewif« 
alfo,  the  Hufband  hath  not  Power  over  his- 
own  Body,  but  the  Wife.  Defraud  ye  not 
therefore  one  another,  &c.  The  Rights  of 
both  Wife  and  Hufoand  are  here  declared  to 
be  equal,  the  Hufband  hath  not  Power  over  his 
own  Body,  but  the  Wife;  the  Wife  hath  not 
Power  over  her  own  body,  but  the  Hufband. 
If  it  be  urged  that  the  Hufband  may  yet,  ac- 
cording to  thefe  Words,  divide  his  Attention, 
and  have  more  Wives  than  one,  it  may  be  alfo 
urged,  that  the  Wife  may  divide  ber  Attention, 
and  have  more  Hujbaitds  than  one.  To  ferioufly 
affirm  that  each  may  fo  do,  is  to  be  ferioufly 
abfurd  -,  and  afTert  that  both  Hufoand  and 
Wife  have,  and  have  not,  the  Power  over  each 
others  Perfons,  at  the  fame  Time.  If  tne 
Wife  hath  Power  over  the  Pcrfon  of  her  Huf- 
band he  cannot  confer  it  upon  another  Woman ; 
and  if  the  Hufband  hath  Power  over  the  Perfoa 

of 
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of  his  Wife,  llie  cannot  transfer  it  to  another 
Man. 

The  Wife,  under  the  Difpcnfation  of  the 
Gofpel,  may  certainly  plead  the  fame  Rights, 
in  that  Refpedl,  as  her  Hufband,  the  Apoflle 
having  made  no  fort  of  Difference  in  the  Cafe 
before  us.  And  our  Saviour  alfo  fpeaks  the 
fame  Truth :  for  he  not  only  declares,  that  if 
a  W^man  fliall  put  away  her  Hulband,  and 
marry  another,  fioe  committeth  Adultery;  but 
alfo  that  whofoever  fliall  put  away  his  Wir'e, 
except  for  Fornication,  and  marry  another, 
committeth  Adultery  againfl  her.    Mark  lo. 

The  Paffages  of  the  New  Teilament,  re- 
fpecling  the  Laws  of  Matrimony,  therefore, 
declare  the  Rights  of  both  Hufband  and  Wife, 
to  be  equal,  as  to  the  Point  before  us,  and  ex- 
clude all  Pretence  for  fuch  Limitation  as  fome, 
by  forced  and  erroneous  Expofitions,  would  ex- 
tort from  them. 

I  fhall  difmifs  this  Point  with  the  fubfequent 
farther  Obfcrvations  upon  our  Author's  extra- 
ordinary Conflrudlion  of  the  former  Part  c^  the 
ninth  Verfe  of  the  nineteenth  of  St.  Matthew. 

Our 
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Our  Author  defiring  to  aflert  the  Privilege 
of  a  married  Man  marrying  any  Woman  except 
atiother  Man's  Wife;  let  us  juft  remark  the 
Abfurdity  of  fuch  Limitation,  and  aflert  the 
Rights  of  the  Wife,  by  tranflating  a  fimilar 
Paflage  of  St.  Mark,  according  to  our  Author's 
Mode  of  Conftrudlion. 

T" he  Word,  another ^  m  whofoever  fhall  put 
away  his  Wife  and  marry  another,  faith  our 
Author,  ^  muft  agree  with  the  Antecedent^ 
Wife ;  therefore  the  Word,  JVifCi  muft  be  un- 
derftood  as  following  the  Word,  another-,  and 
may  be  rendered  in  the  Senfe  of  another  Man's 
Wife/ 

According  to  fuch  Tranflation  of  this  Paf- 
fage  of  St.  Matthew,  let  us  tranflate  the  fol- 
lowing PaflTage  of  St.  Mark :  Mf  a  Woman 
fhall  put  away  her  Hufband,  and  marry  an- 
other, ihe  committeth  Adultery.' 

The  Word  another^  fay  we,  muft  here  agree 
with  the  Antecedent,  av^^x-,  ov  Hujhand -,  there- 
fore the  Word  Hujhand  muft  be  underftood  as 
following  the  Word  aAXw,  or  another^  and  this 
may  be  conftrued  another  Woman's  Huft)and, 
II  Accord- 
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According  to  fuch  Mode  of  Interpretatlorr, 
therefore,  our  Lord's  Words  can  here  only 
mean  that,  if  a  Woman  fliall  put  away  her 
Hulband  and  marry  another  Woman's  Huf- 
band,  ihe  committeth  Adultery :  and  the  plain 
and  obvious  Inference  deducible  from  this  In- 
terpretation is,  that  our  Wives  may  put  us 
away,  and  at  once  marry  as  many  other  Men  as 
they  pleafe,  provided  they  are  not  the  Huf- 
bands  of  other  Women,  without  being  guilty 
of  Adultery. 

Such  forced  and  unwarrantable  Interpreta- 
tions of  Scripture  may,  perhaps,  be  permitted 
to  evince  the  Abfurdity  of  them^  but,  furely  t 
fhould,  in  all  other  Inftances,  be  cautioufly 
avoided,  lefb  the  Ignorant  be  deceived,  and  the 
Vicious  encouraged  to  perfevere  in  a  Conduct 
that  may  prove  fatal  to  their  molt  important 
Interefts. 

With  refpecb  to  the  Confideration  of  the 
Law  of  Moles,  the  divine  Permiflions  ex- 
tended to  thofe  who  were  under  it,  and  other 
Suggeftions  of  this  Writer  before  us,  they  ex- 
ceed the  Limits  of  my  Defign  -,  which  was,  to 
eonfider  only  the  PalTages  of  the  New  Tefta- 
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iTient,  fefpecllng  the  Laws  of  Marriage,  that 
he  hath  erroneoufly  interprered  ;  and  evince 
that  Polygamy,  allowed  under  the  old  Tefta- 
ment,  is  pro'hibited  by  Chrifl  and  his  Apoilles; 
becaufe  upon  their  Authority  alone,  depends 
the  Truth  of  that  Point  here  treated. 

Our  Author,  however,  having  endeavoiired 
to  deduce  the  Lawfulnefs  of  Polygamy  from 
the  Mofaic  Perm! (lion  of  it^  and  our  Lord's 
Declarations  that  he  came  not  to  defbroy  the 
Mofaic  moral  Law,  but  to  fulfil  it,  I  fhall  con- 
clude what  hath  been  offered,  with  fome  Obfer- 
vations  refpe6ling  fuch  this  Writer's  Deduc- 
tion. 

The  Laws  of  the  Old  and  New  Teflament 
certainly  afford  a  complete  Rule  of  Sentiment 
and  Condudt.  Eut  yet,  as,  according  to  our 
Author's  AiTertion,  the  Law  of  Mofes  permit- 
ted Polygamy  and  unjufb  Divorces,  and  Poly- 
gamy and  unjuft  Divorces  are  prohibited  by 
the  Gofpel,  we  cannot  but  in  thofe  Refpe£ls, 
amongft  others,  confider  the  Gofpel  as  a  more 
perfefb,  explicit,  and  complete  Rule  of  Senti- 
ment, and  Ccndufl,  than  the  Law ;  and,  con- 
H  2  fequently. 
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feqnently,  than  any  that  was  ever  before  vouch- 
fafed  to  Mankind. 

Our  blc^fied  Lord,  exhorting  to  Beneficence, 
and  reproving  the  Pharifees  for  their  Derifion, 
and  undue  Attachrncnt  to  fecular  Purfuits,  ac- 
quaints them,  that  a  Difp-^nfadon  was  opening 
to  the  World,  that  would  prove  adequate  to 
the  Convi6lion  of  their  Errors,  and  a  perfedl 
and  effe6tual  Rule  of  Behaviour, 

*  The  Law  and  the  Prophets,  faid  he,  were 
until  John ;  fince  that  Time,  the  Kingdom  of 
God  is  preached,  and  every  one  prefTeth  into 
it/ 

Yet,  it  is  eafier  for  Heaven  and  Earth  topafs 
away,  than  for  one  Tittle  of  the  Law  to  fail. 

And  then,  to  evince  that  he  meant  to  ad- 
vance and  perfe6l,  and  not  deftroy  or  impair 
the  Law,  he  added  that  *  Whofoever  puts 
away  his  Wife,  and  marries  another,  commits 
Adultery.'     Luke  i6. 

Our  Lord's  Defign   in  thefe  Paflages^    evi- 
dently, is  to  fugged  that  he  and  John  had  re- 
vealed 


(     6i     ) 

vealed  a  more  excellent  Rule  of  Sentiment  and 
Condu6t  than  that  afforded  by  the  Law  and  Pro- 
phets :  that  he  and  John  had  prefcribed  more 
noble  Precepts  refpeding  Benevolence  and  Be- 
neficence, and  a  proper  Contempt  of  the  World, 
than  could  be  found  in  the  Law  or  Prophets  j 
who  endeavoured  to  influence  Men  to  the  Per- 
formance of  their  Duty  in  general,  by  only  tem- 
poral Motives.     The  Kingdom  of  God  is  now 
preached,  faid  he,  and  every  one  prefTeth  into 
it ;  being  fuperior  to  the  Influence  of  fecular 
Objedls,  and  animated  by  the  mod  undoubted 
Allurances  of  endlefs  Blifs   and  Glory.     And, 
as  a  farther  Inftance  in  Proof  of  this  Truth,  as 
well  as  that  he  came  to  perfed  the  Law  of 
Mofes,    he  faid,  that  ^  Whofoever  puts   away 
his  Wife  and  marrieth  another,  commits  Adul- 
tery; and  whofoever  marrieth  her  that  is  put 
away  from  her  Kufband,  commits  Adultery :' 
intimating  that  the  Law  permitted  unjufl  Di- 
vorces, but  the  Gofpel  expreflly  forbids  them. 
And,    in    the    Verfe    immediately   preceding, 
obviating  any  Suggeflion  refpedling  his  having 
a  Defign  to  deflroy  the  Law,  he  declared,  that 
*  Heaven  and  Earth  Ihould  fooner  pafs  away, 
than  one  Tittle  of  the  Law  fail  /  according  to 
his  Declarations  in  other  PafTages,  that  he  came 
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:ot  to  deftroy  the  Law,  but  to  fulfil  it;  that  in- 
flead  of  abating  the  Force  of  it,  he,  as  in  the 
Infbances  adduced,  came  i^Xfi^uigxi^  to  fulfil,  ad- 
vance, perfcd,  and  complete  it. 

Our  blefTcd  Lord  was  the  true  Light  that  en- 
lighteneth  every  Man  that  cometh  into  the 
World,  or,  according  to  the  Hebrew  Mode  of 
fpeaking,  every  Man  that  is  born  of  Woman^ 
He  was  the  true  Light  that  enlighteneth  every 
Man,  both  Jews  and  Pagans,  7rfti>7a«v3-pw7rovcpp^o- 
y.(vov  a?  TO  xotv.cv,  and  Came  idto  the  World,  not 
furely  to  perform  what  was  unneceflary,  and 
only  what  IViofes  had  already  done  ?  If  this  had 
been  the  Cafe,  if  Mofes  had  fufEciently  en- 
lightened every  Man,  how  could  the  Evangelift 
here  flile  our  Savour,  to  (p:,:;  aA^Oiyov  o  (pwn^fi  Tixvrcc 
av^r^Mirov  i^'xoiMvov  nq-ro  y.o;u.o')^  the  true  Light  that 
enlighteneth  all  Men,  both  Jews  and  Gentiles, 
that  come  into  the  World  ? 

Our  Lord  is  certainly  the  true  and  only  Light 
that  duly  enlighteneth  every  Man  that  cometh 
into  the  W^orld.  For  lie  alone  hath  brought 
Life  and  Lnmortality  to  full  Light,  afforded 
us  the  mofl  und.jubted  Affurances  of  eternal 
Happinefs  in  a  future  State,  and  fliewed  us  the 
Z  Way 
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Way  that  will  infallibly  lead  to  it,  by  prefcribing 
fuch  a  perfe(5l  and  complete  Rule  of  Sentiment 
and  Condud,  as  was  never  before  his  Incarna- 
tion revealed  to  Mankind. 

Our  Saviour  came  not  to  deftroy  the  typical, 
prophetic,  or  moral  Part  of  the  Law,  but  to 
fulfil  what  was  typified  by  the  Law,  and  fore- 
told by  the  Prophets,  to  afiert  the  full  andfpi- 
ritual  Import  of  the  Mofaic  moral  Law,  and  to' 
advance  and  complete  it.  Our  Author  having 
ailerted,  that  Polygamy  was  permitted  by  the 
Mofaic  Lav/,  and  therefore  not  immoral,  can 
have  no  Pretence  upon  fuch  Suppofition  to  af- 
firm, that  our  Lord,  by  prohibiting  Polygamy, 
hath  deflroyed  one  Tittle  of  the  moral  Law  of 
Mofes.  For  if  Polygamy,  permitted  by  Mofes, 
be  not  immoral,  and  therefore  hath  no  relation 
to  the  moral  Law,  our  Lord  by  prohibiting  Po- 
lygamy, cannot  have  deflroyed  any  Part  of  that 
Law. 

Our  Author  fuggeils  in  Page  323,  that  if  we 
affert  that  our  Saviour  hath  revived  an  old,  or 
exhibited  a  new  Law,  refpe<5ling  Marriage,  wg 
fhail  adopt  the  Errors  of  Socinius  and  Maho- 
met, who  affirmed  that  the  Law  of  Mofes  was 

abrogated 
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abrogated  by  Chrift  and  others,  and  that  a  new 
and  more  excellent  Law  than  that  of  Mofes  is 
now  prefcribed  to  our  Conduct. 

As  our  Writer  is  particularly  fond  of  deducing 
Confequences  as  Difcouragements  to  the  Adop- 
tion of  Truths  that  militate  again  ft  him,  it  may 
be  neceflary,  previoufly  to  theReply  to  the  Sug- 
geftions  before  us,  to  declare  that  the  Author  of 
thefe  Obfervations  upon  the   I'reatife  on  Female 

Ruin,  is  as  fincere  a  Friend  to  the  Proteftant 
Religion,  and  as  remote  from  Heterodoxy,  as 

the  Writer  of  that  Treatife  can  pofTibly  be.- 
that  the  Author  of  thefe  Obfervations  hath  as 
great  a  Regard  for  the  Fair  Sex,  and  ever  was 
as  much  inclined  to  the  conjugal  Union  as  any 
the  fincereft  Votary  of  Hymen  exifting :  that 
the  Author  of  thefe  Obfervations  is  fit  this  Time, 
and  many  Years  hath  been,  a  married  Man  : 
and  that  though  his  Situation  is  fuch  as  might 
render  him  fuperior  to  ordinary  Reftraint,  yet 
hath  he  ever  adhered  to,  and  obferved  the  eftab- 
lifhed  Laws  of  Marriage,  from  Motives  of  Re- 
gard to  the  Injunctions  of  revealed  Religion  re- 
fpedling  it. 

With 
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With  refpe^l  to  our  Author's  Suggeflions,  that 
if  we  afTert  that  Chrift  hath  exhibited  a  new 
Law  relating  to  Marriage,  we  mufl  adopt  the 
Errors  of  Socinus  or  Mahomet,  who  affirmed 
that  the  Law  of  Mofes  was  abrogated,  and  that 
our  Lord  and  others  had  introduced  a  new  Law 
more  excellent  than  the  former  ,  furely  we  may- 
remark,  that  our  Writer  hath  exonerated  himjelf 
from  all  Imputation  of  that  Infanity  which  he 
feems  willing  to  indiredlly  afcribe  not  only  to 
Infidels,  but  alfo  to  all  fincere  Chriftians  who 
difTent  from  him.     For,  whereas  he  juftly  ob- 
ferves  with  Mr.  Locke,  that  ^  Madnefs  is  ufually 
allowed  to  be  fo  far  confident  with  itfelf,  as  to 
argue  right  from  wrong  Principles/  and  hath 
mod  certainly  properly  applied  this  Obfervation 
to  the  impious  Attempts  of  Socinus :  yet  hath 
our  Author,  in  the  Suggeftions  before  us,  not 
argued  right  from  wrong  Principles,  but,  con- 
fidently with  himjelf^  argued  wrong,  from  right 
Principles.     We   contend   not    that  the  moral 
Law  is  abrogated,  but  that  our  Lord  hath  per- 
fected it,  and  exhibited  a  new  Command,  pro- 
hibiting Polygamy  ;  and  how  fuch  an  AiTertioa 
can  entitle  thofe  who  adopt  it  to  the  Denomi- 
nations of  Socinians,  Mahomedans,    or  Mad- 

I  men^ 
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men,  mufl   furely  be   a  Problem  that  cannot 
eafily  be  folved. 

We  are  certainly  obliged  to  obferve  the  moral 
Precepts  of  the  Mofaic  Law,  in  all  Inftances 
where  it  correfponds  with  thofe  of  the  Gofpel, 
but  mufl  ingenuoufly  confefs  that  if,  in  any  In- 
flance,  it  differeth  from  that  of  the  Gofpel, 
or  permits  what  the  Gofpel  prohibits,  we,  as 
Chriftians,  muft  give  the  Preference  to  the  lat- 
ter. The  Mofaic  Law,  according  to  our  Au- 
thor, permits  Polygamy;  we  are  convinced  that 
the  Chriflian  Law  prohibits  it :  v/e  are  there- 
fore indifpenfably  obliged  to  obey  the  latter, 
though  its  Injun6lions  are  contrary  to  fuch  Mo- 
faic PermifTion.  As  to  our  Author's  Suggef- 
tions  rel'pecling  the  Immutability  of  the  Law  of 
Alofes,  and  our  Lord's  Intention  never  to  afTume 
Authority  to  abrogate  it,  but  only  to  fulfil 
all  Righteoufnefs,  attefb  the  Perfedion  of  the 
Law,  and  illuftrate  and  explain  it — Our  bleffed 
Lord  certainly  came  to  divTft  the  Law  of  the 
falfe  Interpretations  of  the  Jews,  and  to  explain, 
perfect,  and  complete  it;  and  therefore  if  there 
be  any  Improvement,  or  Alteration  of  that  Law, 
or  any  Revival  of  an  old  Law,  or  any  new  Pre- 
qept  exhibited  in    the  Gofpel,    all  Chriflians, 

knowing 
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knowing  them,    are    indifpenfably  obliged  to 
obferve  them. 

The  Plea  of  the  Immutability,  or  Perpetuity 
of  the  Law  of  Mofes,  cannot  excufe  us  if  we 
are  guilty  of  Polygamy  under  the  Difpenfation 
of  the  Gofpel ;  the  Mofaic  PermifTion  of  Poly- 
gamy could  not  be  intended  to  be  perpetual, 
becaufe  Chrift  and  his  Apoftles  have  abro- 
gated it,  and  no  Chriflian  can  pretend  to  in- 
dulge a  Liberty  that  they  have  prohibited. 
The  Lawfulnefs  of  unjuft  Divorce  might  as  well 
be  deduced  from  the  Immutability  and  Perpe- 
tuity of  the  Law  of  Mofes,  as  that  of  Polygamy. 
Our  bleffed  Lord  declared,  that  not  one  Tittle  of 
the  Law  fhould  fail,  and  that  he  came  not  to 
deftroy,  but  fulfil  it  -,  yet  he  hath  moil  exprefsly 
abrogated  the  PermifTion  of  Divorce  in  thofe 
Inflances  in  which  it  was  permitted  by  Mofes. 

Our  Saviour  certainly  '  founded  his  Claim  to 
the  Character  of  the  MclTiah  on  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment,  and  never  afTumed  Au.horicy  to  abrogate 
the  m.oral  Law  of  Moles  j'  but  yet  he  hath  per- 
fected and  completed  it,  and  enacted  a  Law 
contrary  to  the  PermifTion  of  Divorce  and  Po- 
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iygamyj  without  impeaching  his  own  Veracity, 
or  deflroying  the  Mofaic  Syftem  of  Morals, 
Our  Lord^  certainly,  might  proteft  againft  all 
Intention  to  abolifh  the  Mofaic  Inftitutes,  and 
yet,  without  any  Impeachment  of  his  Veracity, 
illuflrate,  perfe6l,  and  complete  them;  for, 
furely,  Completion  and  Abolition  are  not  fy- 
nonymous  Terms ! 

Our  Saviour  fubmltted  to  the  Baptifm  of 
John,  to  filfil  all  Righteoufnefs,  to  own  the  In- 
fl-itutions,  comply  with  the  Precepts,  and  juftify 
the  Wifdom  of  God  in  fending  John  to  prepare 
his  Way,  by  calling  Men  to  Reptiitance. 

In  the  nth  of  Saint  Matthew,  our  Saviour 
faith  of  St.  John«  that  he  was  more  than  a  Pro- 
phet ',  that  none  had  rifen  greater  than  John  ; 
and  yet,  that  he  who  is  leaft  in  the  Kingdom  of 
Heaven,  that  the  leall  Prophet  under  the  Dif- 
penfation  of  the  Gofpel,  is  greater  than  he. — 
John  is  here  reprefcnted  as  fuperior  to  all  an- 
cient Prophets,  on  account  of  his  Knowledge  of 
the  Myfteries  of  the  Gofpel,  his  Tellimony  to 
Chrifl,  and  the  Succefs  of  his  Labours,  as  well 
as  his  having  been  foretold  by  ancient  Prophecy, 
and  his  miraculous  Birth ;  yet,  faith  our  Lordj, 
he  who  is  leaft  in  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven,  is 
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greater  than  he ;  the  meanefl:  Preachers  of  the 
Chriflian  Religion  fhall,  in  general,  receive 
greater  Supplies  of  the  Spirit,  and  the  Know- 
Jedge  of  many  important  Truths  of  the  Gofpel, 
of  which  John  was  ignorant. 

Our  bleffed  Lord  certainly  came  into  the 
World  to  fulfil  all  Righteoufnefs,  to  prefcribe 
a  complete  Rule  of  Faith  and  Condu6l,  yet  to 
do  nothing  of  himfelf,  but  to  preach  the  Doc- 
trines of  his  Father,  and  teach  as  he  gave  him 
Commandment.  John  12. — But  can  it  be  in- 
ferred from  the'*  Truths,  that,  as  our  Author 
fuggefls,  our  Lord  could  not  intend,  or  have 
Power  to  prohibit  Polygamy  ?  No.  The  ob- 
vious Inferences  from  hence  are,  not  that  Chriffc 
by  prohibiting  Polygamy  hath  abrogated  one 
Tittle  of  the  Law,  but  only  that  he  hath  ful- 
filled, perfe(5t:ed  and  completed  it  j  and  that,  as 
he  taught  as  his  Father  gave  him  Command- 
ment, his  Prohibition  of  Polygamy,  and  all  his 
Injunctions  and  Prohibitions,  are  agreeable  to 
the  divine  Will, 

The  Law  of  Mofes,  notwithflanding  our  Au- 
thor's  Sugge (lions,  mofl  certainly  never  com- 
^]arided  Polygamy  ;  the  Mofaic  Law  refpeding 
4  Seduclion, 
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Sedudion,  by  no  Means  expreflly  commanding 
Polygamy,  nor  indifputably  extending  to  every 
Man  'y  and  our  Saviour  could  not  abrogate 
what  never  fubfifted.  Our  Lord  hath  revived 
an  old  or  advanced  a  new  Law  refpcdt- 
ing  Marriage,  and  abolifhed  the  PermifTion  of 
Polygamy,  but,  by  no  means,  hath  deftroyed 
any  Law  of  Mofes  that  commanded  it ;  becaufe 
ho  fuch  Law  ever  fubfifted. 

Our  Saviour  certainly  attefted  the  Excellence 
of  the  Law  when  he  declared,  that  there  is  no 
Commandment  greater  than  thofe  refpecling 
our  Love  to  God  and  Man. 

The  Commandment  refpecling  our  Love  of 
God,  is  the  principal  and  fundamental  Com- 
mand of  the  Law,  and  that  to  which  all  other 
are  reducible  and  fubordinate.  The  Law  re- 
Jpecfting  the  Love  of  our  Neighbour  is  alfo  like 
unto  it.  Every  Duty  to  Man  is  reducible  to, 
and  will  neceffarily  refult  from  this  Principle. 
The  Law  and  the  Prophets  depend  upon  thefc 
Commandments,  it  being  the  Intention  of  all 
Revelation  to  promote  them. 

Grant 
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Grant  we,  therefore,  thefe  Truths  alfo  that 
our  Lord,  as  before  obferved,  hath  divefted  the 
Law  of  the  falfe  Interpretations  of  the  Jews, 
fully  explained  it,  and  declared  that  he  canae  to 
fulfil  it ;  let  us  even  alfo  indulge  our  Author 
with  his  AfTertion  that,  when  our  Lord  faid  he 
had  given  to  his  Difciples  a  new  Command- 
ment, that  Commandment  which  is  particu- 
larly (tiled  the  Law  of  Chrtfty  he  meant  only  to 
cftablifh,  and  more  powerfully  enfore,  an  old 
Commandment  ^  yet  what  Advantage  can  pof- 
libly  be  derived  from  thefe  ConcefTions,  to  our 
Author's  Caufe  ?  Will  thefe  ConcefTions  evince, 
that  becaufe  our  Lord  came  not  to  abolifh  the 
Mofaic  moral  Law,  he  could  not  fulfil,  perfe6l, 
and  conr.plete  it  ?  Will  they  evince,  that  he 
could  not  forbid  a  Pra6lice  that  Mofes  had  ne- 
ver enjoined  ?  Becaufe  they  are  inconfiftent  with 
an  Intention  to  abrogate  the  Law,  can  they  alfo, 
be' inconfiflent  with  a  Defign  to  prohibit  Poly- 
gamy, which  the  Law  never  commanded  ? 

If  our  Author  would  effe^lually  advance  his 
Purpofe,  it  fliould  be  recollected  that  it  ^^^Jl  be 
incumbent  upon  him  to  not  only  exhibit  unquef- 
tionable  Evidence  a^ainfl  the  Abro2:ation  of  the 
Mofaic  PcrmifTion   of  Polygamy,    but  alfo  to 

produce 
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produce  an  exprejs  Command  of  Polygamy  from 
the  Lav/  of  Mofes.  Previoufly  to  the  Impeach- 
ment of  our  Lord's  Veracity,  whoprotefted  againft 
the  Abolition  of  the^Law,  diligent  Search  after  the 
Command  of  Polygamy  fhould  be  made  amongft 
the  Mofaic  Inftitutes  ;  and  if  our  Author's  Ima- 
gination fliould  fuggeft  to  him,  that  the  de^ 
firahle  Injunction  hath  not  eluded  his  In- 
quiry, he  will  have  the  Satisfa6lion  of  conceive- 
ing  that  he  is  intitled  to  no  trifling  Acknowledg- 
ments from  many  well-diffojed  People,  whole 
Minds  have  hitherto  been  filled  with  Matters  of* 
fere  Reilraint,  by  thofe  of  our  Commentators 
who  were  incapable  of  fuch  deef^  and  beneficial 
Inveftigation,  Nor  hath  our  Author  Reafon  to 
apprehend,  that  the  Refult  of  fuch  laudable  In- 
quiries can  prove,  in  the  lead,  in  confident  with 
his  Profcllions  as  a  Freethinker  in  thefe  Points, 
Ox  as  a  Friend  to  the  Law,  and  an  Enemy  to 
"Vulgar  Prejudice,  and  Preconception.  For  the 
tatmofl  Confcquences  of  the  Inveftigation  of  a 
Mofaic  Injundlion  of  Polygamy,  can  prove 
Only  that  Mofes  commanded  all  Votaries 
of  Hymen  not  merely  to  look  with  Defire 
after,  but  to  freely  have  perfonal  Intercourfe 
■^F/ith,      and,      at     once,      marry      as     many 
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Women  as  they  pleafed ;  and  that  all  irregu- 
lar Defire  and  Commerce  between  the  SexeSj 
and  Adulteiy  and  Sedudion,  infbead  of  being 
cenfurable,  were  commendable  and  virtuous^ 
under  the  Mofaic  Difpeniation.  But,  amatQ 
ludoy  it  mud  be  ingenuouHy  confefTed,  that 
fuch  our  Author's  Refearches  would  be  intirely 
unneceiTary  -,  for  could  the  Refult  of  them  prove 
an  exprefs  Command  of  Polygamy,  yet,  as  be- 
fore obferved,  we  as  Chriflians,  mufl  ftill  be 
indifpenfibly  obliged  to  adhere  to  the  Injunc- 
tions of  the  Gofpel  which  expreflly  forbid  it. 

But  to  proceed.  Chrifl  hath,  certainly,  re- 
duced the  Law  of  Marriage  to  its  primitive  In- 
llitution,  and  abrogated  all  PermJlTion  of  Poly- 
gamy, and  unjufl  Divorce.  Chrift,  therefore^ 
hath  prohibited,  what  our  Author  afTerts  was 
before  permitted  or  difpenfed  with;  and  yet 
a6led  confiflently  with  his  Declaration,  that  he 
came  not  to  defbroy,  but  to  fulfil,  advance  and 
complete  the  Law :  The  Law  of  Mofes  was 
primarily  addrefled  to,  and  intended  for,  the 
Jews ;  and  our  Saviour  hath  perfecSted^j  ^  ad- 
vanced and  rendered  it,  by  the  Aceejfion  of  the 
Gofpel,  a  mofl  complete  Rule  of  Faith  and  Con- 
dud  to  all  Mankind* 

K  To 
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To  thefe  Truths  it  is  prefumed  our  Author 
will  readily  fubfcribe,  unlefs  he  v/ould  avow  a 
Purpofe  to  advance  the  Doftrines  and  Com- 
mands of  the  Old  Teflament  to  a  Superiority 
over  thofe  of  the  New,  or  at  leaft  to  an  Equa- 
lity with  the  Gofpel  as  an  univerfal  Rule  of  Sen- 
timent and  Condu6l,  to  which  the  Old  Tefla- 
ment afiferts  no  Claim. 

Our  Author  aflerts,  that  the  Prohibition  of 
Polygamy  by  our  Lord,  would  prove  an  Im- 
peachment of  the  divine  Wifdom  and  Prefci- 
ence,  ^  as  arguing  an  Imbecility  or  Weaknefs 

*  of  Underftanding  and  Knowledge,  like  that 

*  of  human    Legiflators,    who  make  Laws  to 

*  remedy  Evils  as  they  arife  before  them,  but 

*  cannot  tell  what  a  Day  may  bring  forth  -,  and 

*  therefore  repeal  at  one  Time,  the  Law  which 

*  they  made  at  another.'  Page  ^S^. — This,  it 
is  confelTed,  is  a  pretty  ftrong  Aflertion,  and 
feems  to  border  upon  fomcthing  worfe  than  In- 
fanity. 

However,  the  Abfurdity  of  this  Suggeftion 
is  adequate  to  its  Strength  and  Confidence.  For 
nothing  can  be  more  evident,  than  that  fuch  a 
Prohibition  of  Polygamy  is  fo  remote  from  all 

Impeach- 
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Impeachment  of  the  divine  Wifdom  and  Pre- 
fcience,  as  to  be  entirely  confonant  with  that 
Wifdom  which  hath  ever  been  vifible  and  ad- 
mired in  God's  Regulation  and  Government  of 
Mankind,  and  particularly  in  his  revealing  Doc- 
trines and  enading  Laws  according  to  the  Ca- 
pacities and  Situations  of  his  Creatures,  as  they 
could  bear  them. 

It  becomes  not  finite  Beings  upon  Earth  to 
pretend  to  afifign  with  Certainty  the  Reafons  of 
divine  PermifTionsj  various  Solutions  have  been 
attempted,  that  fome  have  adopted,  others  re- 
je6led,  as  muft  be  the  Cafe  where  Revelation 
hath  not  afforded  any  exprefs  Declaration,  or 
fufHcient  Light  refpedting  them.  But,  though 
we  have  no  exprefs  Declaration  of  Scripture 
concerning  the  AfTertions  before  us,  yet  have 
we  certain  Fa6ls  evincing  the  Abfurdity  and 
Error  of  them. 

Our  Author  in  the  PafTages  tranfcribed,  and 
in  thofe  immediately  preceding,  hath  confidently 
affirmed,  that  "It  is  as  impojfible  that  Chrill 
*^  Ihould  condemn  Polygamy  as  Adultery,  as 
"  that  he  fhould  allow  Adultery  as  lawful  Com- 
"  merces  and  that  to  fuppofe  God  to  ever  re- 
K  2  '^  vokc, 
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'*  voke,  alter,  or  change  the  moral  Inflitutes  of 
^^  the  Old  Teftament,  is  to  fuppofe  fome  Defed 
*^  in  the  Deity,  and  impeach  his  Wifdom  and 
^'  Prefcience/'     Page  2^3- 

Would  not  any  Reader  unacquainted  with  the 
Scriptures,  infer  from  fuch  confident,  not  to  fay 
impious  Aflertions  of  a  Preacher  of  the  Gofpel, 
that  no  Inftance  of  the  Alteration  or  Repeal  of 
any  divine  Inftitutions  and  Laws  can  pofTibly 
be  produced  from  the  facred  Writings  ? 

Our  Author's  afiferting  the  Immutability  of 
the  Law,  and  denying  even  Chrift  or  the  Deity 
a  Power  to  revoke,  alter,  or  perfe(5l  his  moral 
Inflitutes,  induce  one  to  think,  that  this  Writer 
hath  adopted  certain  metaphyseal  Pofitions, 
which,  by  ufurping  the  Place  of  Truth,  often 
prove  the  Source  of  pernicious  Error.  We  muft 
fuppofe  our  Author  to  have  fo  long  dwelt  upon 
the  eternal  and  unalterable  Fitnefs  and  Unfitnefs 
of  I'hings,  as  to  have  conceived  all  Change  of 
them  an  ImpofTibility :  when  after  all  abflracft 
Reafonings  and  Harangues  upon  thefe  Points, 
nothing  is  more  evident  than  that  Things  are 
only  fit,  or  unfit,  as  they  relate  to  the  Capaci- 
ties,  Situations,   and  Condition  of  Mankind; 

and 


(    77    ) 

and  thefe  Circumftances  chang-^d  or  altered, 
that  which  was  before  fit,  becomes  unfit,  and 
that  which  before  was  innocent  and  virtuouSj 
is  now  criminal  and  vicious. 

I  fhall  conclude  what  hath  been  offered,  with 
one  Inftance,  amongft  others  that  might  be  ad- 
duced, that  evince  the  Deity  to  have  altered 
and  even  revoked,  as  well  as  permitted  the 
Violation  of  his  Inftitutions  and  Laws,  accord- 
ing to  the  Capacities,  Condition,  and  Situations 
of  Mankind. — God  exprefsly  commanded  our 
firfl  Parents,  and  their  immediate  SuccefTors,  to 
increafe  and  multiply,  at  a  Time  when  their  Si- 
tuation was  fuch  that  they  could  not  obey  this 
Law,  without  committing  an  AS:  which  by  a 
fubfequent  Law  hath  been  prohibited  as  a  Sin 
of  the  deepell  Dye. 

All  perfonal  Intercourfe  between  Brother  and 
Sifter,  is  exprefsly  forbidden  by  the  Levitical 
Law;  and  nothing  is  more  feverely  reprobated 
and  condemned,  in  the  New  Teftament,  than 
the  inceftuousXommerce  of  the  Sexes. 

God's  Command   refpeding  Population   by 

l^erfons  nearly  related,  hath  therefore  been  abro- 

4  gated 
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gated  by  both  the  Old  and  Mew  Teftament,  the 
Deity  having,  fince  their  Promulgation,  pro- 
hibited what  before  he  perniitted  and  enjoined. 
Nor  can  fuch  Prohibition,  in  the  ieaft,  impeach 
the  Wifdom  or  Knowledge  of  the  Deity,  fince 
the  Circum.flancec  and  Situation  of  Mankind, 
at  firil,  rendered  fuch  Permiflion  indifpenfably 

necefTary. We  therefore   can  fafely  affirm, 

that  it  is  7iot  impofllble  that  the  Deity  fhould 
alter  or  revoke,  or  repeal  at  one  Time  the  Law 
that  he  made  at  another. 


THE     END, 


pr. 


'*^^£ 


